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Abstract
The Measure of Adolescent Social Competence (MASC) was designed to 
offer a clinically practical way to assess adolescent social 
functioning within relevant contexts. The MASC is a 50-item, self- 
report measure constructed via the following steps: (a) item
generation (N = 271 subjects from grades 7, 9, and 11); (b) item 
selection and development (N = 604 subjects from grades 7, 9, and 
11); (c) response enumeration (N = 154 subjects from grades 7, 9, and 
11); and (d) response evaluation by adult raters (e.g., parents, 
teachers, counselors). Initial validation of the MASC examined its 
relation to peer nominations, teacher ratings of peer acceptance, and 
a self-rating of conflict with parents. A sample of 598 subjects in 
grades 6-12 participated. The MASC was found to have adequate 
internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Greater 
performance on the MASC was found to be associated with lower levels 
of parent-adolescent conflict. The relation between MASC scores and 
measures of peer acceptance were mixed, however. Correlations with 
peer nominations and teacher ratings were generally nonsignificant.
On the other hand, subjects with high (i.e., one sd above the mean) 
MASC scores earned higher teacher ratings of peer acceptance than 
subjects with low (i.e., one sd below the mean) scores, and 
controversial status subjects outperformed all other peer status 
groups. The development of the MASC and these initial findings are 
discussed with respect to a proposed tri-component model of 
adolescent social competence.
Social competence is a significant determinant of adolescents ' 
success in achieving positive developmental outcomes. Critical to 
understanding and promoting social competence among adolescents is 
proper conceptualization of this multidimensional construct. As 
formulated here, social competence is as a multilevel construct that 
includes social adjustment, social performance, and social skills. 
Instruments are needed that reliably and validly assess these 
subcomponents within adolescent populations (Dodge & Murphy, 1984; 
Ford, 1982; Gresham & Cavell, 1986). Focus of the present paper is 
on the development and initial validation of such an instrument. The 
Measure of Adolescent Social Competence (MASC) was developed via the 
behavioral-analytic model of scale construction outlined by Goldfried 
and D'Zurilla (1969). This ecologically-based approach to scale 
construction is designed to enhance both the relevance and the 
specificity of item content and scoring criteria. Criterion analyses 
of (a) adolescent problem situations, (b) responses to these 
situations, and (c) significant others' ratings of these responses 
were used to construct a self-report, multiple choice instrument.
Conceptualization of Adolescent Social Competence 
An important issue that arises when considering the social 
competence of adolescents separately from that of children and adults 
is the paucity of research specific to this age group (Asher & Hymel, 
1981; Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Gresham & Cavell, 1986). The lack of 
studies dealing specifically with the social functioning of 
adolescents becomes problematic when gaps in the adolescent 
literature are temporarily filled by extrapolations from the child or
1
adult literature. Developmentalists studying the social world of the 
adolescent have long recognized inportant qualitative differences 
between children and adolescents with respect to their social 
cognitions, social goals, and patterns of interpersonal behavior 
(Shantz, 1983).
Hie distinct characteristics associated with adolescents' 
functioning and social milieu cannot be ignored when choosing 
appropriate assessment techniques and targets (Gresham & cavell,
1986). For example, assessing the social behavior of young children 
often entails the direct observation of behavior in its natural 
setting. Asher and Hymel (1981) have argued, however, that this 
method may be impractical or inappropriate with adolescent subjects 
due to the greater frequency and significance of situations occurring 
outside the purview of adults. Also, the vast majority of studies 
that use sociometric or peer rating procedures to index social status 
have not included students beyond the elementary grades (McConnell & 
Odom, 1986).
The methodological problems that result when one assumes a 
priori that techniques used to measure social competence in young 
children or older adults will generalize to adolescents should be 
rather obvious. Less obvious, however, is the impact such 
assumptions have on the proper conceptualization of adolescent social 
competence. Methods used to assess this construct must be 
developmentally appropriate and psychcmetrical ly sound if any attempt 
to "bootstrap" our way to a model of adolescent social competence is 
to be successful. Conversely, given the continuous interplay that
occurs between conceptualization and empirical analysis (Kuhn, 1962), 
models of social competence derived from research with other age 
groups may be inadequate for adolescent populations. Nevertheless, 
until further research is conducted, extensions of the concepts and 
methods used to study social competence in children and adults will 
continue to be applied to adolescents (Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Gresham 
& Cavell, 1986). As such, the following discussion of the 
conceptualization of adolescent social competence draws heavily from 
this literature, especially that research focusing on children. • 
Divergent views of Social Competence
As a hypothetical construct, social competence is both elusive 
and ubiquitous: It is elusive in its meaning but ubiquitous in its
usage. Social scientists of different ilks, public officials, and 
laypersons alike frequently invoke the term in their discussions 
(Zigler and Trickett, 1978). Attempts to define social competence 
have been many and varied (Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Gresham & Cavell, 
1986; McFall, 1982). In fact, discussions regarding the 
conceptualization of social competence characteristically lament the 
considerable discordance that currently exists in the field. For 
example, Dodge (1985) has suggested the "number of definitions of 
social competence ... today approaches the number of investigators in 
the field" (p. 3).
Disagreement regarding the conceptualization of social 
competence is not apparent if one simply considered global 
definitions of this construct. In fact, very abstract definitions of 
social competence tend to sound very much alike. For example,
despite important differences in their views, most theorists would 
agree that social competence entails effective functioning within 
social contexts (Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Heps, 1983). Discordance 
quickly arises, however, when this construct is removed from the 
lofty shelf of abstraction and applied to the business of empirical 
analysis.
Empirical studies of social competence differ in terms of the 
purpose of the investigation and the operational definition adopted 
(Dodge, 1985). Because of its broad appeal, this construct has 
attracted investigators operating from a variety of research agendas 
using an array of measurement techniques. The tendency exists, 
however, for investigators to ignore or discount research purposes 
and measurement approaches that are not their own. As a result, the 
literature is rife with many divergent views of social competence 
despite apparent agreement in the abstract. In this sense, social 
competence is not unlike other global constructs such as intelligence, 
and personality: Differences in conceptualization are not readily
apparent until the underlying purpose for studying the construct and 
the particulars surrounding its measurement are examined. Thus, one 
should not be surprised to find that the construct of social 
competence "seems to evaporate upon the application of the heat of 
even minimal debate" (Zigler & Trickett, 1978, p. 793).
Given the diversity of meanings attributed to the construct of 
social competence, pinpointing the relation between future studies 
and past research can be a formidable task. If, however, we examined 
the various goals and operational definitions adopted by previous
researchers, we may better understand the context of our cwn 
investigations.
Purposes for Studying Social Competence 
As with any scientific endeavor, the plethora of studies 
focusing on social competence can be understood in terms of efforts 
to control, predict, or explain behavior within social contexts. On 
the other hand, psychologists first became interested in the notion 
of social competence more for political than for scientific reasons. 
The history of the term is often linked to the emergence of the 
community mental health movement and to efforts at finding an 
alternative to the prevailing medical model of classifying 
individuals in need of mental health services (Wine, 1981). White's 
(1959) postulation of effeohance motivation and the emphasis by 
Zigler and Phillips's (1961) on social attainments (e.g., physical 
health, IQ, academic achievement) rather than psychopathology 
represent some of the earliest attempts to define the construct of 
social competence (Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Wine, 1981). These 
beginning efforts to delineate a competence model of social 
functioning and psychopathology focused on individuals' capability to 
adapt to their social environment and deemphasized diagnostic 
categories or personality defects (Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969).
With the emphasis on adjustment versus maladjustment, a political 
statement was being made in support of mental health programs that 
were potentially more humane and of benefit to a greater number of 
persons. Therefore, due to social and political reasons, the 
construct of social competence was imbued with a set of underlying
assumptions that continue to fuel empirical research and therapeutic 
application.
The Control of Social Competence
Given the increased emphasis on social competence versus 
psychopathology, many researchers became interested in evaluating 
attempts to promote more adaptive social functioning. Included here 
are attempts to treat dysfunctional individuals by replacing current, 
maladaptive behavior with more effective social functioning. 
Traditionally, social competence research that has as its goal the 
modification of current social behavior has been labeled social 
skills training (Curran & Monti, 1982). The prevention of later 
maladjustment represents another focus for researchers seeking to 
control the degree to which individuals exhibit socially competent 
behavior. Prevention programs have been developed in which children 
at-risk for later maladjustment are trained to use skills considered 
essential to more effective social functioning (Gesten et al., 1982; 
Spivack & Shure, 1974). Research involving the modification of 
social functioning also entails the related goal of identifying 
individuals in need of treatment or prevention services.
The Prediction of Social Competence .
The prediction of social competence can mean several things.
For example, researchers have used other variables (e.g., IQ, motor 
skills) to predict current (Hops, 1985), as well as later (Cowen, 
Pederson, Babigian, Izzo, & Trost, 1973), social adjustment. Other 
prediction studies have examined interrelations among measures of 
social competence obtained at different times (e.g., Coie & Dodge,
1983), from different sources (e.g., La Greca, 1981), and in 
different settings (e.g., Berler, Gross, & Drabman, 1982).
Despite numerous investigations in the area, a strong argument 
can be made against the claim of adequate prediction of socially 
competent behavior. This argument rests on a strict interpretation 
of social competence as effective or prosocial functioning. The 
prediction of incompetent or ineffective functioning, it seems, has 
met with much greater success than the prediction of competent 
behavior (Mischel, 1984). Frequently cited reports on the predictive 
validity of children's peer, relations suggest a rather robust 
association between early social competence and later maladjustment 
(Ccwen et al., 1973; Roff, Sells, & Golden, 1972). We are less 
successful, however, at predicting who will achieve social 
sufficiency. Also, the social status of children noted for their 
aggressive, incompetent behavior shews greater temporal stability 
than the social status of children judged by peers to be popular 
(Coie & Dodge, 1983). Psychometric differences between measurements 
of competent and incompetent social behavior also are found when 
concordance is examined across sources of information (e.g., parents 
and teachers) (McConnell & Odom, 1986) and methods of assessment 
(e.g., role play performance and others' report) (Bellack, 1983).
This general finding is rarely addressed, however, despite the oft- 
stated emphasis on social competence. The tacit assumption appears 
to be that individuals free of psychopathology are homogeneous with 
respect to level of social functioning.
Explaining Social Competence
In a sense, every study of social competence has as its goal the - 
further understanding of this construct. Of course, a full 
explanation of social behavior is not a prerequisite to its 
modification and prediction. Research that relates primarily to 
explaining the nature of social competence includes such topics as 
the developmental course of social competence, the cognitive 
processes associated with effective social functioning, and the 
relation between social competence and other aspects of human 
functioning. For example, researchers interested in the development 
of social cognition (Shantz, 1983) or the nature of social 
information processing (Mischel, 1973) often conduct basic research 
that adds to our understanding of social competence (Mischel, 1973; 
Shantz, 1983). As previously noted, however, most of the research on 
social competence is very applied in its orientation, focusing on the 
prediction and remediation of dysfunctional social behavior.
Operational Definitions of Social Competence 
Operationally defining the construct of social competence is a 
prerequisite to properly fulfilling any research purpose. A variety 
of ways to index social competence have been proposed since Zigler 
and Phillips' (1961) early emphasis on social attainments. At the 
present time, greater convergence regarding suitable operational 
definitions is evident, despite a legacy of conflicting opinions.
This convergence is evident especially within the area of childhood 
social competence (Gresham, 1985). This is due, in part, to the fact 
that sane measurement approaches have fallen into disuse and those 
demonstrating greater utility and validity have gained wider
acceptance (e.g., peer judgments). On the other hand, past research 
would suggest it unlikely (and possibly undesirable) to have emerge a 
singular operational definition of social competence (Dodge & Murphy, 
1984; Gresham & Cavell, 1986; McFall, 1982).
In operationally defining social competence, most researchers 
have begun with the central concept of effective functioning within 
social contexts discussed previously. Depending on such factors as 
research goals, epistemological biases, and practical constraints, 
certain aspects of effective social functioning may be more 
attractive to researchers than others. For Greenspan (1981), the 
many operational definitions that have been proposed are 
distinguishable by whether the focus is on outcomes, underlying 
cognitive skills, or observable content associated with social 
competence. Similarly, Dodge and Murphy (1984) identified the 
following three types of operational definitions; (a) specific 
behaviors considered by researchers to be competent, (b) judgments of 
competence by external raters, and (c) internal cognitive structures 
related to competent behavior. In general, it appears that social 
competence has been operationally defined in terms of (a) the 
products of effective social functioning, (b) the requisite skills of 
effective social functioning, or (c) effective social functioning per 
se. Most, if not all, prior attempts to measure social competence 
reflect one of these three approaches.
Products of Effective Social Functioning
Each of the following "products" of effective social functioning 
quantify an individual's social competence without relying on
reports, ratings, or observations of specific social behaviors. The 
extent to which these products Eire actually determined by the 
adequacy of one's social functioning is often more a matter of 
assumption than empirical fact (Coie, 1985; Dodge & Murphy, 1984; 
Foster & Richey, 1979; McFall, 1982). For this reason, these 
"products" are more properly thought of as the putative and 
cumulative consequences of effective social functioning. Also, given 
■ the reciprocal interactions that characterize much of behavior and 
its consequences (Bandura, 1977b), these products can be expected, in 
turn, to influence future social performance.
To the extent these products of effective social functioning are 
accurately assessed and temporally stable, they can assist in 
identifying individuals who may benefit from social skills training 
or who may be at-risk for later maladjustment. The products of 
social functioning most often used to operationalize social 
competence include (a) social attainments, (b) global judgments of 
social competence, and (c) peer acceptance.
Social attainments. This approach to measuring social 
competence is based on the assumption that society has deemed certain 
accomplishments worthy of pursuit. Valued goals of a society are 
rationally discerned and represented by a battery of instruments used 
to quantify the extent to which individuals have reached each goal. 
These indices of social adjustment, as they are often called 
(Weismann, 1975), can be thought of as an inventory of one's current 
status in different domains of life. For example, in our society the 
socially adjusted person presumably would have the following
11
physical, psychological, marital, legal, and financial statuses: 
healthy, emotionally stable, married, non-incarcerated, and tax- 
paying.
This hypothetical inventory is not unlike the index proposed by 
Zigler and Trickett (1978) that included goals such as physical 
health and well being, adequate IQ, academic or occupational 
achievement, appropriate levels of certain motivational and emotional 
variables (e.g., locus of control, self-esteem) and an absence of 
such "molar behaviors" as juvenile delinquency, child abuse, and 
truancy (pp. 795-796). Dodge & Murphy (1984) have rightfully noted 
the potential bias associated with such value-laden determinations of 
society's desired goals. On the other hand, many investigations 
designed to validate measures of social competence will adopt a 
known-groups approach in which the scores of individuals with 
contrasting statuses (e.g., delinquent vs non-delinquent) are 
compared (e.g., Freedman, Rosenthal, Donahoe, Schlundt, & McFall, 
1978; Gaffney & McFall, 1981).
Global judgments of social competence. These putative products 
of effective social functioning reflect judgments concerning the 
extent to which an individual exhibits various global social 
characteristics. These characteristics include such traits or molar 
behaviors as leadership, aggression, and withdrawal. These measures 
are included under the heading of products of effective social 
functioning because they are not based on the performance of specific 
behaviors; rather, they are a function of judges' inplicit notions of 
which behaviors are associated with certain characteristics (e.g.,
leadership, shyness) (Mischel, 1984). Bower's (1960) Class Play is 
an example of this type of measure in that children are asked to 
nominate peers to fill roles such as class president and the person 
who is stuck-up. In addition to peers, global judgments-of social 
competence can be elicited from teachers (e.g., Achenbach &
Edelbrock, 1981), parents (e.g., Quay, 1977), and the individuals 
themselves (e.g., Coopersmith, 1967). Global self-report judgments 
of one's social competence are often termed measures of self-concept 
or self-esteem (Cauce, 1987; Dodge & Murphy, 1984).
Peer acceptance. As used here, peer acceptance is simply the 
extent to which individuals are preferred by their peers.
Information regarding peer acceptance can be obtained directly or 
indirectly. Direct measures of social acceptance are those falling 
under the rubric of peer sociometrics (Moreno, 1934). As typically 
used, peer sociometrics ask children (a) to nominate preferred peers 
(e.g., " Name the children whom you like the most."); (b) to rate the 
extent to which peers are preferred ("Hew much would you like to play 
with this person?"); or (c) to make preferential choices between 
peers (e.g., "Of these two children, with whom would you prefer to 
play?"). These particular techniques are known, respectively, as 
peer nominations, peer ratings, and paired comparisons (McConnell & 
Odom, 1986). Peer acceptance scores usually are summed across 
students within a given class or grade and thus are used as a 
continuous variable. Occasionally, these scores also are used to 
determine one's sociometric or peer status (e.g., popular, average, 
rejected) (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). When used to identify a
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child's sociametric status, measures of peer acceptance can be viewed 
as yet another social attainment variable much like academic and 
legal status (Garmezy, Masten, & Tellegen, 1984).
Indirect measures of peer acceptance include ratings made by 
other social agents regarding the extent to which an individual is a 
preferred peer. For example, teachers may be asked to rank order 
students in their class from most to least popular (e.g., Greenwood, 
Todd, Walker, & Hops, 1978). Other indirect measures of peer 
acceptance are based on self- or other-reports of the number of 
friends one has (e.g., Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1981). These methods 
are described as indirect due to the fact that peers' preferences are 
inferred and not obtained directly.
Of all the products of effective social functioning reviewed 
here, by far the most revered are measures of peer acceptance and 
peer-based judgments of global social competence (Dodge & Murphy,
1984; McConnell & Odom, 1986). The popularity of peer acceptance and 
peer judgment measures as operational definitions of social 
competence has occurred for several reasons. The principal reason 
dates back to earlier attempts to predict adults' social functioning 
from their level of social adjustment as children (McConnell & Odom, 
1986). In the search for childhood indicants of later adjustment, 
data were collected typically from a variety of sources (e.g., 
parents, teachers, peers, self) on a number of variables (e.g., IQ, 
academic achievement, behavior problems, school absences, peer 
relations) (e.g., Cowen et al., 1973). An important and consistent 
finding across many of these studies was the predictive power that
came from knowing the extent to which children exhibited poor peer 
relations. For example, children and adolescents identified as 
relating poorly to peers have been found to be at risk for such 
manifestations of maladjustment as psychiatric disturbance (Ccwen et 
al., 1973), misconduct while in the military (Roff, 1961), school 
drop out (Ullman, 1957), and juvenile delinquency (Roff et al.,
1972). Thus, the assessment of a child's current peer status is 
considered an empirically valid indicant of later social competence.
A second reason is the convenience that peer preferences and 
peer judgments offer in comparison to social attainment measures. 
Social competence researchers evaluating the effects of treatment or 
the validity of newly developed measures need not wait for the 
occurrence of more ultimate criteria (Wiggins, 1973) when they can 
simply assess a child's current level of peer acceptance. A third 
reason for the widespread acceptance of peer-oriented products of 
effective social functioning is the "social" nature of these 
measures. Asking children to nominate peers as best friends or to 
rate hew well they like other students has considerable face 
validity. If, for example, academic achievement were shown to be a 
strong, consistent predictor of later adjustment, it is unlikely that 
it would be considered a measure of social competence. Finally, the 
use of peer acceptance measures allcw researchers to categorize 
children according to their sociometric status. By using a 
combination of positive (e.g., most liked) and negative (e.g., least 
liked) peer nominations, four, non-average social status groups can 
be identified (popular, rejected, neglected, and controversial) (Coie
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et al., 1982). In essence, identifying students who are rejected or 
neglected by peers allows researchers to study a "clinical" sample of 
children without going beyond the walls of rather ordinary 
classrooms.
Requisite Skills of Effective Social Functioning
Previous studies have examined a number of skills considered to 
be essential components of effective social functioning. These 
investigations may focus on a single social skill (e.g., role taking) 
or examine subjects' performance on an entire set of hypothesized 
skills (e.g., problem solving skills). Typically, these rationally 
derived sets of skills axe thought to reflect "the sequential 
transformation processes required to generate behavior that will be 
considered appropriate or competent for a given stimulus task" 
(Schlundt & McFall, 1986, p. 41). For example, D'Zurilla and 
Goldfried (1971) developed a model of social problem solving that 
included the following five stages: problem recognition, problem
definition, generation of alternatives, decision making, and 
verification of the chosen response.
McFall (McFall, 1982; McFall & Dodge, 1982; Schlundt & McFall, 
1986) has proposed a similar model of social information processing 
skills in which the sequential flew of events leading to task 
canpletion is divided into three major stages: stimulus encoding,
decision making, and response enactment. Though McFall has not 
explicitly integrated into his model those component skills 
investigated empirically by other researchers, most can be identified 
with respect to one of these three stages.
Encoding skills. Encoding skills are those involved with the 
reception, perception, and interpretation of task-related stimuli 
(McFall, 1982). Within the area of social competence, the primary 
emphasis has been on the latter two skills. Abilities conceptually 
related to perception and interpretation skills have been 
investigated under the following labels: problem recognition and
problem definition (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971); identification of 
social goals (Renshaw & Asher, 1982); empathy, role taking, and 
perspective coordination (Chandler, 1973 ,* Selman, 1980); attributions 
to self and others (Eweck, 1981); and intention-cue detection (Dodge, 
Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984).
Decision skills. McFall (1982) has described the stage of 
decision making in terms of searching, testing, and selecting a 
possible response. Also, possible responses are matched against 
one's current repertoire of behaviors and against expected costs and 
benefits. Empirical data related to these specific components are 
found in the literature under the following labels: generation of
alternatives and decision making (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971); 
alternative, consequential, and means-ends thinking (Spivack, Platt,
& Shure, 1976); and self-efficacy and outccame-expectancy evaluations 
(Bandura, 1977a; Wheeler & Iadd, 1982).
Enactment skills. The enactment of a chosen response entails 
both planned execution (generating the proper sequence of behaviors) 
and monitoring of the execution attempt (making adjustments based on 
feedback) (MCFall, 1982). Enactment skills are associated with the 
following concepts: representation of behavioral scripts (Abelson,
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1976); self-regulation, delay of gratification, and behavioral 
planning (Mischel, 1984); self-instruction (Meichenbaum & Goodman, 
1971); and execution of overt behaviors, including verbal (e.g., 
instructions, questions, expressions of feelings) and nonverbal acts 
(e.g., gaze, gestures, facial expressions) (Trawer, 1980). Overt 
social behaviors are characterized by some researchers as the 
molecular elements of more complex, intermediate level behaviors 
(Curran & Monti, 1982).
As one can see, a list of the skills potentially contributing to 
effective social functioning would be rather long. The relative 
utility of these various measures cannot be determined, however, as 
long as these skills are studied in isolation. Real advantages are 
to be gained when these skills are viewed as coordinated steps within 
a sequential model (Dodge, 1985; McFall, 1982). By conceptualizing 
component skills in this way, there is a greater likelihood that 
researchers can (a) identify measures with shared variance, (b) 
generate hypotheses about the contingent relations among specific 
skills, and (c) predict overall social performance by combining 
scores from multiple measures (Dodge, 1985).
Presently, a major weakness in this approach to operationally 
defining social competence is the minimal data that exist regarding 
the contribution of these skills to social behavior (Ford, 1982). In 
other words, a discrepancy exists between how these measures are 
conceptualized and the manner in which they are validated. Though 
often viewed as measuring skills that are necessary for effective 
social functioning, it is typically the products of social
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functioning that serve as the criteria against which most measures 
are validated. Instead of examining the contribution of specific 
skills to overall performance, most investigators simply examine 
skill level differences between groups with contrasting psychological 
(Richard & Dodge, 1981; Selman, Beards lee, Schultz, Krupa, & 
Podorefsky, 1986) or social (Cauce, 1987; Pellegrini, 1985) statuses. 
As a result, the presumed relation between many of these "requisite11 
skills and effective performance has remained little more than a 
presumption.
Effective Social Functioning Per Se
Before discussing the operationalization of social competence in 
terms of effective social functioning, a further distinction is 
needed between skills and functioning. In essence, this distinction 
is one of competence versus performance (Dodge & Murphy, 1984;
McFall, 1982; Schlundt & McFall, 1986). Though individuals may 
respond in a given way to a social situation, their requisite skills 
conceivably would allow for a myriad of responses, in line with 
McFall (1982), we see the measurement of social functioning as 
reflecting a focus on individuals' current or typical social behavior 
and not their potential or optimal level of performance. Thus, 
measures of social functioning do not tell us which skills were 
utilized, in the case of effective performance, or what skill 
deficits may exist, in the case of ineffective performance.
Requisite skills and social functioning are not one in the same and 
thus require distinct operational definitions.
Behaviorally oriented researchers interested in social skills
training have been the major proponents of performance-based measures 
of social competence (Bellack, 1983; Foster & Richey, 1979). Social 
skills training involves the application of established learning 
principles to the acquisition of positive, socially appropriate 
behaviors that are incompatible with more negative responses (e.g., 
aggression, anxiety) (Curran & Monti, 1982; Foster & Richey, 1979). 
Properly designing and evaluating social skills interventions 
requires an accurate description of social behavior (e.g., 
topography, frequency, duration) and the circumstances that occasion 
(antecedents) and follow (consequences) these behaviors (Gresham & 
Elliot, 1984). As a result, operational definitions of social 
competence adopted by these investigators entail the measurement of 
social functioning per se.
Three general approaches to measuring effective social 
functioning are to be found in the literature. These approaches are 
concerned, respectively, with (a) the rate of social interaction, (b) 
the performance of specific, socially competent behaviors, and (c) 
the extent to which performance meets the demands of relevant social 
tasks (Asher, 1985; Foster & Richey, 1979; Gresham, 1981; McFall,
1982).
Rate of interaction. Foster and Richey (1979) have noted that 
many early social skills researchers defined children's social 
competence in terms of the frequency of peer interaction (e.g., 
O'Connor, 1969). This was due primarily to an emphasis on direct 
observation of social behavior in making determinations about 
children's degree of social competence. Guiding this approach was
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the view that social incompetence is characterized by relatively low 
rates of positive peer interaction (i.e., social withdrawal). Recent 
criticisms of this approach, hcwever, indicate that rate of social 
interaction is not strongly correlated with other social competence 
criteria (e.g., sociometric status) and social skill deficits may 
also be associated with high rates of negative behaviors (e.g., 
aggression) (Asher, Markell, & Hymel, 1981; Gresham, 1981).
Therefore, this method of operationally defining social competence is 
rarely used today.
Specific social behaviors. In addition to rate of interaction, 
the direct measurement of social functioning has included more 
qualitative categorizations of performance as well (Asher, 1985). 
Occasionally, this categorization has been based on researchers' 
judgments of whether behaviors have positive or negative topographic 
features ([Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Gresham, 1981). The socially 
competent child, therefore, would be expected to emit certain 
appropriate behaviors such as giving compliments, Joeing assertive, 
and playing cooperatively. The incompetent child, on the other hand, 
is typified by such behaviors as fighting, crying, and teasing (e.g., 
Berler, Gross, & Drabman, 1982; Michel son & Wood, 1980; Oden & Asher,
1977). These specific social behaviors often have been targeted in 
social skills intervention studies (e.g., Goldstein & Pentz, 1984; 
Michelson & Wood, 1980; Minikin et al., 1976).
Despite the considerable face validity associated with many of 
these discrete social behaviors, scans researchers have questioned 
this approach to selecting the targets of social skills interventions
(Bellack, 1983; Foster & Richey, 1979; Hops, 1983; McFall, 1982).
The most frequently cited criticisms focus on the lack of empirical 
and social validity associated with these behaviors. Gresham (1981) 
noted, for example, that some target behaviors may be viewed as 
unimportant by relevant social agents (e.g., Minkin et al., 1976), or 
may be unrelated to important social outcomes (e.g., Gottman, Gonso,
& Rasmussen, 1975). Asher and Markell (1979) have suggested the 
selection of target behaviors should be based on empirical evidence 
supporting a relation between the performance of these behaviors and 
other measures of social competence (e.g., sociometric status).
Recent social skills training studies with children reflect this 
trend of selecting target behaviors on the basis of their empirical 
relation to important social outcomes (i.e., the products of 
effective social functioning) (Asher, 1985).
Adequacy of performance in relevant tasks. Dodge and Murphy 
(1984) have offered another criticism against the a priori selection 
of seemingly "competent" behaviors. They propose that 
operationalizing social competence in terms of discrete social 
behaviors is limited by the lack of attention paid to the context in 
which these behaviors occur. This criticism also applies to those 
behaviors that may have differentiated between competent and 
incompetent groups of children. Typically, the magnitude of these 
group differences is relatively small (Asher, 1983), suggesting "the 
relation between specific behavior displays and general judgments by 
others is weak" (Dodge, 1985, p. 10). Dodge (1985) suggests this 
finding may be due to researchers giving insufficient attention to
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the possibility that topographically similar behaviors can have 
different meanings in different situations. For example, whereas 
many clinicians may train shy adolescents to initiate conversations 
with peers, few would wish for this behavior to be displayed while 
adolescents' teachers are conducting class. Thus, topographically 
similar behaviors may have differential utility depending on the 
situational demands present (McFall, 1982).
Researchers adopting this approach to operationalizing social 
competence have measured social performance in one of two ways.
Social functioning is evaluated either in a single situation that has 
clearly defined task criteria or in a broad sample of situations that 
tend to have complex goals or task criteria. The former approach is 
often adopted by researchers who assess children's social behavior 
through direct observation. For example, recent studies have 
investigated differences in the social functioning of young children 
faced with the task of peer group entry (Dodge, Schlundt, Schocken, & 
Delugach, 1983; Putallaz, 1983). The selection of this task was 
based on the assumption that peer group entry is critical to later 
peer acceptance. In their study, Dodge et al. (1983) found that 
children who were generally successful at this task used distinctive 
behavior strategies to gain entry into the group. Moreover, those 
children who succeeded at this task were also those who later became 
popular within their peer group.
The second approach to measuring social behavior in specific 
situations is one advocated by McFall (1982) in his reformulation of 
the social skills concept. His approach to operationalizing social
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competence places considerable emphasis on the manner in which 
researchers identify (a) relevant social tasks and (b) the criteria 
by which performance in those tasks is judged effective. Rather than 
relying yet again on a priori, non-empirical approaches to identify 
these relevant social situations and their effectiveness criteria, 
McFall (1982) suggested the use of Goldfried and D'Zurilla's (1969) 
behavioral-analytic model for assessing social competence.
Ihe behavioral-analytic model involves a sequence of criterion 
analyses that are used to identify relevant social tasks, responses 
to these tasks, and significant other's judgments as to the efficacy 
of these responses (Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969). For example, 
criterion analysis of relevant tasks may involve asking samples of 
subjects drawn from the target population to generate a list of 
problematic social situations or rate the frequency and difficulty of 
various situations. Other subjects may then provide a pool of 
possible responses to these relevant social tasks, after which a 
sample of significant others would evaluate the effectiveness of 
these task-specific responses. The measurement of social competence 
in subsequent individuals is based, therefore, on a comparison of 
their performance with similar responses previously rated by 
significant others. Depending on the adequacy with which samples of 
tasks, responses, and judgments are obtained, this particular 
approach to defining and measuring social competence has two distinct 
advantages over other methods.
First, it enables researchers to evaluate social performance in 
tasks that do not have clearly defined goals. Despite the impressive
findings coming from studies of peer group entry (Dodge et al.,
1983), the goals of roost social situations are not so clearly defined 
(Argyle, 1985). Instead of relying on researchers' idiosyncratic or 
biased views of specific task criteria, the behavioral-analytic 
approach recognizes the subjective nature of social judgments and 
incorporates these judgments into the scale's scoring criteria. In 
this way, the social validity of performance evaluations is built 
directly into the scale (McFall, 1982).
A second major advantage to using the behavioral-analytic model 
to measure social competence is increased content validity. Content 
valid scales are those containing a representative sample of the 
behavior domain to be measured (Anastasi, 1976). If measures of 
social behavior are to generalize to other settings, then social 
performance must be evaluated within a representative sample of 
relevant social situations (McFall, 1982). Also, greater content 
validity contributes to greater construct validity (Linehan, 1980). 
Linehan (1980) has noted that despite the stated objections of many 
behaviorally-oriented researchers to the use of constructs to 
describe or predict behavior, these researchers often will summarize 
individuals' performance by ccarbining their scores across several 
situations. McFall (1982), for exanple, has argued that "a single 
summary score is a poor way to express the inport of an inventory" of 
relevant social tasks (p. 21). In line with Linehan (1980), however, 
McFall does recognize a possible exception to this argument. In the 
case of well-built, content valid social competence inventories, "the 
greater number of inventory areas in which a person shews
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incompetence, the greater the risk that the person will experience 
difficulty in 'real life'" (1982, p. 21).
Currently, operational definitions of social functioning based 
on the adequacy of performance in relevant social tasks would appear 
to offer greater promise than measures of social competence based on 
discrete "competent" behaviors or rate of social interaction. As 
Dodge (1985) has stated, irWe may find that we can describe competence 
at a task more easily than we can describe general competence" (p.
11). Goldfried and D'Zurilla's (1969) behavioral-analytic model for 
developing situationally-based measures of social competence would 
seem to be a useful guide by which to develop measures that fit this 
approach to defining social competence. Support for this view is 
offered by recent studies in which this model was used to develop 
measures that assess social competence in college males (Fisher- 
Beckfield & McFall, 1982), elementary school children (Dodge, 
McClaskey, & Feldman, 1985), male juvenile delinquents (Freedman, 
Rosenthal, Donahoe, Schlundt, & McFall, 1978), and female juvenile 
delinquents (Gaffney & McFall, 1981). Though these particular 
measures use role play and self-report formats, evaluations of social 
performance in specific, relevant situations also can be obtained 
through direct observation (e.g., Dodge et al., 1983) and the reports 
of others (e.g., Ford, 1982).
Integrative Models of Social Competence
In theory, measures of the various aspects of effective social 
functioning should represent different ways of operationalizing the 
same construct. In practice, however, this does not seem to be the
case. We are not simply measuring social competence in different 
ways; rather, it appears we are measuring different constructs. We 
do not sinply measure the products of effective social functioning; 
instead, we typically measure the cumulative effects of multiple 
types of functioning (e.g., academic) as well as the effects of non­
performance factors (e.g., physical appearance) (Foster & Richey, 
1979; Hops, 1983; McConnell & Odom, 1986). We do not sinply measure 
the requisite skills of effective social functioning: We often
measure skills that also determine functioning in non-social contexts 
(e.g., verbal intelligence) (e.g., Ford & Tisak, 1983) or skills that 
relate only minimally to effective social functioning (e.g., eye 
contact) (Bellack, 1983). Finally, we do not sinply measure 
effective social functioning; rather, we measure functioning in 
contexts ranging from peer interactions solely (e.g., Dodge et al., 
1983; Putallaz, 1983) to interactions that do not involve 
interpersonal behavior at all (e.g., Schlundt & McFall, 1986).
Because we usually measure more or less than we purport to measure, 
we should not expect, and typically fail to find, a one-to-one 
correspondence among measures of effective social functioning, its 
products, and its requisite skills.
Incongruence among divergent operational definitions is not to 
be understood sinply as measurement error, or the result of using 
different methods (e.g., direct observation, rating scales, role 
play) (Berler, Gross, & Drabman, 1982; Green, Forehand, Beck, & Vosk,
1980) or different informants (e.g., peers, teachers, parents) 
(Gresham & Elliot, 1984; McConnell & Odom, 1986). The inpact of such
factors on instruments designed to measure the same construct is a 
measurement issue. The lack of congruence that comes from measuring 
different aspects of social functioning is, however, a conceptual 
issue. Certainly, few researchers today would explain discrepant 
findings among measures of social status, ratings of performance in 
specific situations, and social problem solving skills solely in 
terms of faulty or limited measurement (Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Hops, 
1983; McFall, 1982). Instead, the current trend is to acknowledge 
that we are, in fact, measuring different constructs and to speak of 
a model of social competence that includes multiple subconstructs.
As researchers continue their attempts to control, predict, and 
explain social competence, measuring the multiple aspects of 
effective social functioning will continue to be an issue.
McFall7s (1982) two-tiered model of social skills and Asher and 
Markell's (e.g., Asher & Markell, 1979) notion of competence- 
correlates reflect this trend toward integrative models of social 
competence. For example, McFall (1982), whose work has been 
primarily with adult populations, sees the construct of social 
competence as having two conceptual levels: effective social
functioning and the requisite skills of effective social functioning. 
He labelled the former social competence and the latter social 
skills. In comparison, Asher and others interested in peer 
sociometrics (Gottman et al., 1975; Hartup, Glazer, & Charlesworth, 
1967) have emphasized a two-fold approach that included the products 
of effective social functioning (i.e., peer judgments or social 
status) and the skill-based determinants of social competence (e.g.,
peer group entry skills, decision making skills). The latter are
termed competence-correlates by Asher and Markell (1979), Because of
the predictive power associated with peer socicmetrics, social status
is considered by this group of researchers to be the primary index of
social competence (McConnell & Odom, 1986). Some researchers,
however, have decried the use of peer judgments as sole criterion of
effective social functioning and have expanded the way in which
social competence is defined (Hops, 1983; McConnell & Odom, 1986).
These researchers conceptualize social competence "as the union of
various social agents' evaluations of an individual child's
performance in social settings" (McConnell & Odom, 1986, p. 269).
Adopting what is often called a social validity definition of social
competence (Gresham, 1985), these researchers seek to determine the
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empirical relations between specific social skills and measures of 
social competence obtained from multiple social agents (e.g., peers, 
parents, teachers).
It is interesting to consider the effect that focusing on adult 
versus childhood social competence has had on the development of 
these models. Because of the predictive utility of peer sociometrics 
and the availability of subjective judgments from multiple social 
agents (i.e., the products of social functioning), child-oriented 
researchers have shown relatively little interest in operationally 
defining social competence in terms of effective social functioning. 
Instead, recent investigations of childhood social competence are 
characterized by a search for a variables that may alter or predict 
children's social status or teacher ratings, rather than variables
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that may alter or predict their social functioning per se. Adult- 
oriented social competence researchers, on the other hand, do not 
have the luxury of relying on a single robust measure such as peer 
ratings and often do not have access to reliable information from 
multiple social agents. As such, investigators such as McFall (1982) 
have tended to focus directly on social functioning, albeit through 
the use of convenient assessment techniques such as role play and 
self-report. Also, in selecting the products of effective 
functioning that are used to validate these measures, emphasis has 
been on negative social outcomes such as psychiatric hospitalization 
(Goldsmith & McFall, 1975), heterosocial anxiety (Curran, 1977), 
marital distress (Gottman, 1979), and depression (Fisher-Beckfield & 
McFall, 1981).
Thus, it appears that recent conceptualizations of child and 
adult social competence differ as a result of divergently evolving 
research paradigms (Asher, 1985). Whereas researchers who study 
children7s social competence begin with the putative products of 
effective social functioning and then seek the determinants thereof, 
adult-oriented researchers often begin with measures of social 
functioning per se and then seek the products thereof.
Given the present focus on adolescent social ccaipetenoe, it 
seems appropriate to offer a model that is a hybrid of those used 
with child and adult populations, respectively. More specifically, 
this model attempts to combine McFall7 s reformulated model of social 
skills with the social validity definition promulgated by Heps 
(1983), Gresham (1986) and others (e.g., McConnell & Odcsn, 1986).
30
This integrative model of social competence also is designed to be 
isamorphic with the three categories of operational definitions 
discussed previously (i.e., products, requisite skills, and 
functioning per se).
A Tri-component Model of Social Competence
The proposed model is predicated on the following assumptions. 
First, attempts to control, predict, explain social competence 
require the measurement of effective social functioning per se. 
Second, only by measuring social performance itself can we ultimately 
determine its specific determinants and actual products. Third, 
social functioning is most profitably measured in terms of the 
adequacy of performance in relevant social tasks. Based on these 
assumptions, an integration of previous conceptualizations of social 
competence suggests three hierarchically arranged components. These 
components are, in order, social adjustment, social performance, and 
social skills.
Social adjustment. At the top of the hierarchy is social 
adjustment, defined as the extent to which individuals are currently 
achieving societallv-determined. develocmentallv-aporopriate goals 
(Ford, 1982; Zigler & Trickett, 1978). Under the present model, 
these goals can be thought of as statuses to be achieved by members 
of a given society. Many of these statuses are socially valid, yet 
value-laden indicants of age-appropriate achievements. For example, 
indices of social adjustment may include health status, legal status, 
academic or occupational status, and socioeconomic status. Measures 
of social adjustment also may include the following psychological
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statuses as well: social (e.g., peer acceptance), emotional (e.g.,
self-concept, others7 global judgments), familial (e.g., make-up, 
degree of cohesion), and relational (e.g., marital satisfaction, 
dating frequency).
This proposed conceptualization of social adjustment corresponds 
somewhat to those operational definitions of social competence that 
emphasize the products of effective social functioning (i.e., social 
attainments, global judgments, peer acceptance). An important 
difference to be noted with this particular viewpoint, however, is 
that social adjustment is treated qua social adjustment (i.e., as a 
separate construct). Stated differently, social adjustment is more 
than simply the product of effective social functioning. Given any 
index of social adjustment, successfully achieving a positive status 
is likely the result of multiple factors (e.g, sex, race, physical 
appearance, athletic ability, academic skills), only one of which may 
be actual social performance. It remains the task of future 
researchers to determine how much variance in social adjustment is 
explained by the quality of one's social interactions and how much is 
explained by other factors.
Social performance. Social performance is defined as the degree 
to which an individual's responses to relevant, primarily social 
situations meet socially valid criteria (Dodge & Murphy, 1984; 
Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969; Hops, 1983; McFall, 1982). In line with 
the previous discussion of social functioning per se, this particular 
conceptualization takes the position that social performance should 
be viewed as separate from its hypothesized requisite skills and its
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putative products. Moreover, social performance is most profitably 
measured within specific tasks and not in terms of rate of social 
interaction or discrete behaviors assumed to have intrinsic social 
value. This definition also carries with it a bias against methods of 
identifying tasks and task criteria that are non-enpirical and that 
lack social validity.
Social skills. The third corrponent in the proposed model, 
social skills, refers to specific abilities that enable one to 
perform competently in social tasks. These include overt behaviors 
as well as social information processing, skills (Dodge & McFall,
1982; Dodge & Murphy, 1984; McFall, 1982; Schlundt & McFall, 1986).
In line with the social information processing model of social skills 
proposed by McFall (1982) and Dodge (Dodge & Murphy, 1984), these 
discrete skills are best conceptualized as a sequence of interrelated 
steps: stimulus encoding, decision making, and response enactment.
As presently conceptualized, social skills are defined specifically 
in relation to social performance. Therefore, one's social skills, 
unlike social adjustment, are functionally related to social 
performance. That is not to say that social skills are the sole 
determinant of effective social functioning. For exanple, an 
individual may have the requisite skills to perform competently, yet 
have little opportunity or incentive to do so (Gresham & Cavell,
1986).
To summarize, social competence is conceptualized as a multi­
level construct having three subcomponents: social adjustment,
social performance, and social skills. Social adjustment is the
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extent to which one is currently achieving important developmental 
goals. Social performance— the adequacy of one's performance within 
relevant social tasks— is a necessary but insufficient determinant of 
social adjustment. Finally, social skills are by definition a 
necessary but insufficient determinant of social performance.
Assessment of Adolescent Social Competence 
Dodge and McFall (Dodge, McClaskey, & Feldman, 1985; Dodge & 
Murphy, 1984; McFall & Dodge, 1982) have recently outlined a three 
phase approach seen as essential to the proper assessment of social 
competence. These three phases— identification of socially 
incompetent individuals, situational analysis, and skill X situation 
analysis— will be discussed in light of the proposed tri-component 
model of social competence.
Identification
The first phase in this approach involves identification of 
adolescents needing further assessment and possible treatment in the 
area of social functioning. Given the availability of valid and 
easily administered instruments, one can presently identify such 
youth with minimal difficulty. Peer nomination and rating 
procedures, parent and teacher rating forms and checklists, and 
self-report measures have been developed which can successfully 
identify adolescents whose peer relations and social adjustment may 
be problematic (see Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Goldstein, Sprafkin, & 
Klein, 1979; Gresham & Elliott, 1984). In addition, adolescents are 
often referred for evaluation by virtue of negative statuses or 
social maladjustment. For example, juvenile delinquents, school
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drop-outs/failures, and adolescent psychiatric inpatients are all 
potential candidates for further assessment. In effect, identifying 
those individuals who may require further assessment or subsequent 
intervention corresponds to the measurement of social adjustment as 
presently defined.
Situational Analysis
The second phase of assessment suggested by Dodge and McFall 
entails identification of those tasks or situations in which 
behaviors judged incompetent are likely to occur. A first step in 
this analysis, therefore, would be the identification of tasks which 
are both relevant and problematic for adolescent populations.
Relevant tasks can be thought of as those occurring frequently and 
for which the outcomes have important social implications (Goldfried 
& D'Zurilla, 1969; McFall, 1982). Problematic situations are those 
for which the most effective response may not be immediately apparent 
or which may be somewhat difficult to handle for a variety of reasons 
(Dodge & Murphy, 1984; Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969).
Once a representative sample of problematic situations is 
obtained, situational analysis can proceed (a) by asking adolescent 
clients to identify those which cause the most difficulty; (b) by 
eliciting typical responses from adolescents which are then rated for 
effectiveness; or (c) by having significant others estimate the 
degree of difficulty each situation would cause an adolescent (Dodge 
& Murphy, 1984). Identifying the situational sources of ineffective 
social functioning thus corresponds most closely to the measurement 
of social performance as presently defined.
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Component Skills X Situation Assessment 
Once situational sources of incompetence have been identified, 
analysis of specific skills deficits in these situations should be 
conducted. All too often in previous research, skill assessment has 
been divorced from situational analysis. As Dodge et al. (1985) have 
noted, "child clinicians have sometimes arbitrarily or intuitively 
determined the situational contexts (e.g., peer group entry or 
conflict resolution) in which they then train component process 
skills" (p. 345). Methods are available for assessing skills 
(e.g.,social cognitive, problem solving, and self-regulatory) 
considered important for successful performance. Unfortunately, 
these skills are rarely assessed within contexts or tasks empirically 
identified as common, demanding, and possessing of important social 
implications. Assessing specific skill deficits
can be done by isolating each component process [i.e., encoding, 
decision, enactment] by presenting the adolescent with 
hypothetical or simulated stimuli in which the other component 
processes are held constant. For example, the decision process 
can be evaluated by presenting the adolescent with a situation 
in which the decoding is already clear (Dodge & Murphy, 1984? p. 
83).
Ihe assessment of component skills deficits in specific situations is 
in keeping with the definition of social skills presented in the 
present tri-component model of social competence.
Development of the Measure of 
Adolescent Social Competence (MASC)
The present study is primarily concerned with the first and 
second phases of assessment cited above. Our goal was to develop a 
measure of social competence that would be useful (a) in identifying 
adolescents who exhibit poor social adjustment and (b) in conducting 
situational analyses of social performance. Toward that end, we 
chose to follow the behavioral-analytic model of scale construction 
(Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969) in developing a self-report measure of 
social competence suitable for use with adolescents in grades six 
through twelve.
Similarly constructed measures available for adolescent 
populations are available (Freedman et al., 1978; Gaffney & McFall, 
1981). These have been designed specifically for delinquent 
populations, however, and thus are not suitable for adolescents in 
general. Moreover, these instruments— Freedman et al. 's Adolescent 
Problem Inventory (API) and Gaffney and McFall's Problem Inventory 
for Adolescent Girls (PIAG)— were originally designed for use as role 
play instruments and not self-report measures. The use of self- 
report instruments for adolescents is supported by research 
indicating that adolescents spend considerable portions of their day 
outside the purview of parents and teachers (Csikszentmihalyi & 
Larsen, 1984; Foster, DeLawyer, & Guevremont, 1986). For example, 
Csikszentmihalyi and Iarsen (1984) have shewn that adolescents in 
grades nine through twelve tend to spend nearly sixty percent of 
their waking hours away from parents and teachers. Therefore, 
information from these adults can be expected to explain only part of 
the variance in adolescents' social competence (McConnell & Odcan,
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1986). Also, in comparison with role-play formats and peer-based 
measures, self-report measures of social competence are both more 
convenient and less obtrusive.
Development of the Measure of Adolescent Social Competence 
(MASC) was based on the following five stages of scale construction 
(Goldfried & D'Zurilla, 1969): (a) item generation, (b) item
selection and development, (c) response enumeration, (d) response 
evaluation, and (e) development of scoring criteria and measurement 
format.
Item Generation 
This initial phase was designed to generate a large pool of 
adolescent problem situations. This pool of potential items was 
generated by a sample of 271 seventh-, ninth-, and eleventh-graders. 
Students were enrolled in either a public middle school (7th-graders) 
or public high school (9th- and llth-graders) located in Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana. Both schools were composed of bi-racial student bodies. 
The number of subjects was fairly evenly distributed across grade and 
sex for this and subsequent phases of scale development. Subjects 
responded to an open-ended questionnaire asking for written 
descriptions of situations "which did not go well" in the following 
areas: family, friends, school, job/money, and personal. To better 
approximate an exhaustive pool of items, prompts were included under 
each of these headings. For example, a prompt under the heading of 
"Friends" was as follows: "Describe situations when you wanted to
get to know someone but didn't try."
The pool of problem descriptions generated by this sample
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totaled 4005. Each item was transcribed onto a separate index card, 
and cards were sorted such that redundant items were collapsed and 
irrelevant or unclear responses were eliminated. This process 
resulted in a final pool of 157 adolescent problem situations.
Item Selection and Development
This next phase focused on selecting items that were relevant to 
a broad range of adolescents. A checklist was used to obtain 
adolescents' perceptions of the frequency and difficulty of each of 
the 157 situations. Eight of the situations involved dating or 
heterosocial interactions, therefore both male and female versions 
(i.e., using gender-appropriate wording) of these items were written. 
Five-point likert-type scales were used to quantify ratings of 
frequency (1 = rarely occurs; 5 = very frequently occurs) and 
difficulty (1 = easy to deal with; 5 = difficult to deal with). The 
frequency scale also contained the following temporal anchors; 1 = 
about once every 6 months or less; 2 = about once a month; 3 = about 
once every 2 weeks; 4 = about once a week; 5 = about twice a week or 
more often. A new sample of 604 seventh-, ninth-, and 
eleventh-graders were asked to participate in this phase of scale 
development. Roughly half of this sample were students attending the 
aforementioned public schools. The remaining students attended a 
parochial junior high school (7th- and 9th-graders) or parochial 
senior high school (llth-graders).
In an effort to identify situations relevant to a wide range of 
adolescents, the following criteria were used: a median frequency
score of 2 and a median difficulty score of 3 for each level of grade
(7th, 9th, llth), sex (male, female), race (black, white), and SES 
(I/II, III, IV/V) (Hollingshead & Redlich, 1958). Heterosocial items 
were evaluated separately for males and females. Whereas four of 
these items met criteria for female subjects, only one met criteria 
for male subjects. The decision was made to keep the single male 
item and only one of the four female items. The situation described 
by these two items is basically the same but with a reversal in 
perspective. For males, the item reads "Some of your good friends 
are girls. They seem to like you but none of them ever wants to be 
your girlfriend." For females, the item is as follows: "This guy
you know has been acting real friendly to you. You wouldn't mind 
having him for a friend, but he wants to be more than just friends." 
Considering these two items as one, a total of 54 situations were 
retained.
These 54 items were rewritten in order to expand the 
situational context to which adolescents would respond. For example, 
a sample core item was as follows: "Your parents want you to do a 
chore right away. You want to do it later." This item was rewritten 
as, "You're watching a great TV show. You don't want to miss the end 
of it. Your mother says, 'I'm washing clothes. Get all your dirty 
clothes and bring them to me NOW!'".
Response Enumeration
This phase took place approximately one year after prior phases 
and was designed to generate a large pool of potential responses. 
Participating in this phase was a sample of 154 seventh-, ninth-, and 
eleventh-graders from the same public middle school and public high
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school discussed previously. Subjects were asked to complete one of 
two open-ended questionnaires that were formed by splitting the set 
of 54 items. Half of the subjects received one set and half received 
the other set. Jhe male and female versions of the heterosocial item 
were included in both questionnaires given that half of the sample 
would complete only one or the other. Subjects were instructed to 
describe all they would do or say in their attempt to "handle the 
situation". Slightly more than 75 responses were enumerated for each 
situation.
Response Evaluation
Prior to being evaluated by judges, adolescents/ responses were 
transcribed onto separate index cards and grouped by situation. 
Responses that were highly redundant or unclear were eliminated in 
order to lessen the total number of responses to be rated. 
Occasionally, however, the range of response effectiveness appeared 
to be too limited and additional responses were written and included. 
Out of a pool of 2058 responses, only 11 were not generated by the 
adolescents themselves. Judges were presented an average of 37.42 
responses per item (sd = 6.87, range = 24 to 54).
Separate rating sheets listing the responses to a given item 
were used to obtain judges' ratings. Raters received no prior 
training other than being given the following definition: A
competent or effective response is one that solves the present 
problem, makes future problems of the same type less likely, and does 
not introduce anv new problems for the person (Gaffney & McFall,
1981). Using a 5-point, likert-type scale of effectiveness (where 1
41
= very ineffective and 5 = very effective), judges were instructed to 
(a) read the description of the situation, (b) read all of the 
available responses, (c) rate each response, (d) describe the 
criteria they used in rating the responses to a given situation, and, 
finally, (e) list any additional responses that might add to the 
existing range of response effectiveness.
Fifty-seven adults participated as judges of response 
effectiveness. Based on a brief biographical checklist completed by 
each judge, the following information was obtained. Judges were 34 
females and 23 males with a mean age of 34.56 years (sd = 9,28). All 
but one was white and the majority were college-educated (years of 
education, m = 18.21, sd = 2.00). In terms of social roles vis-a-vis 
adolescents (with some filling multiple roles), this group included 
18 parents, 27 teachers or school administrators, 19 psychologists or 
psychology graduate students, 2 probation officers, 2 physicians, and 
2 social workers. Also included were 15 individuals who had served 
as youth group leaders and 9 who were former camp counselors.
Judges7 estimates of the number of years experience they had with 
adolescents in each of three areas was as follows: parental (m =
10.68, sd = 5.64), professional (m = 8.38, sd = 8.41), and 
avocational (m = 5.06, sd = 3.51).
Adolescents7 responses were grouped into subsets of four to six 
items focusing for the most part on parents and siblings (3 sets, 18 
items), peers (4 sets, 21 items), teacher and academics (2 sets, 10 
items), or self-management (1 set, 5 items). As a way of enhancing 
the socially validity of judges7 ratings, parents and teachers were
asked to rate item subsets dealing with family and school situations, 
respectively. Peer and self-management item sets were rated by 
individuals experienced in dealing with adolescents in other settings 
(e.g., psychologists and psychology graduate students, juvenile 
probation officers, ministers, youth group leaders, physicians).
Based on a previous study using a similar approach to scale 
construction (Gaffney & McFall, 1981), the decision was made to 
exclude adolescents from the role of response evaluator. Gaffney and 
McFall found that 10 of the 12 items from the Problem Inventory for 
Adolescent Girls (PIAG) that failed to discriminate between 
delinquent and nondelinquent females were scored using adolescent­
generated effectiveness criteria.
The modal number of judges rating responses to a given item was 
five (range = 4 to 8). Product moment correlations were computed 
between pairs of judges in order to identify ratings that were highly 
idiosyncratic, defined here as a median correlation with other 
ratings below .40. Out of a total of 311 separate ratings across all 
items, only seven percent (n = 22) were dropped. After eliminating 
these idiosyncratic ratings, the median correlation for a given item 
ranged from .42 to .83 with the median of median correlations equal 
to .63. Given that judges were asked to rate a large number of 
responses listed, not by subject, but by situation, these agreement 
data were judged to be acceptable and in line with that reported in 
similar studies (e.g., Fisher-Beckfield & McFall, 1982).
Development of Test Format
The decision was made to construct the MASC using a multiple-
choice, self-report format. As noted by Gaffney (1984), behavioral- 
analytic role play inventories can take an hour to administer 
individually and an additional half hour to score. Also, open-ended 
self-report measures are usually more time consuming, more difficult 
to score, and less amenable to standardization than a multiple-choice 
instrument. Judges' ratings were used to identify a subset of 
differentially effective response options for each situation.
Although judges used a 5-point scale in rating the effectiveness of 
responses, agreement data indicated they seldom differentiated five 
levels of effectiveness. For example, using a criterion of 60% exact 
agreement or 80% agreement + 1, only 8 items had responses reliably 
identified at all five levels. Judges were able to distinguish, 
however, among four levels of response effectiveness. Therefore, the 
decision was made to select only four response options per item.
In addition to judges' ratings, the selection of responses was 
guided by other, more subjective criteria as needed. These 
guidelines included criteria that judges reported using for a given 
situation as well as the clarity of the response's wording and the 
degree to which it was representative of other, similar responses 
(i.e., non-idiosyncratic). Also guiding the selection of response 
options was the extant research concerning adolescent social 
competence and social cognition. Especially useful was Robert 
Selman's (Brian-Meisels & Selman, 1984; Selman et al., 1986) recently 
developed model of Interpersonal Negotiation Strategies (INS).
Based on his previous research in the area of social perspective 
taking, Selman proposed four INS levels to describe the various
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strategies adolescents use to solve interpersonal problems: 
physical, noncorranunicative methods (level 0), one-way directives or 
requests (level l), reciprocal communication with a balance of 
perspectives (level 2), and verbal collaboration with other (level 
3). Selman et al. (1986) have presented evidence in support of a 
developmental progression in INS levels. We found Selman's model 
quite useful in making the fine distinctions necessary to choose from 
among several reliably rated responses.
Given a total of 55 separate items with 4 responses each, 220 
responses were selected from the entire pool. Of the 220 responses 
chosen, 188 (85%) met 60% exact agreement (agree + disagree / total), 
208 (95%) met 80% agreement within one scale point, 141 (64%) met 
both criteria, and 8 (4%) met neither criteria. When similar 
criteria were applied to all four responses of an item, 33 (60%) 
items met 60% exact agreement for all four responses, 45 (82%) met 
80% agreement plus or minus one, and 31 (56%) met both criteria.
Two separate versions of the MASC were constructed— one for 
females and one for males. We wished to eliminate the inconvenience 
of labeling the heterosocial item as "males only" and "females only". 
Also, we sought to avoid the use of language that was awkwardly 
gender-neutral (e.g., "he/she"). Ihe two versions differ in that 
each contains only one form of the heterosocial item and each uses 
gender-same pronouns whenever reference is made to friends or peers. 
Aside from these exceptions, the two versions of the MASC are 
identical. Appendix A contains a copy of the MASC.
Psychometric Evaluation of the MASC
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In addition to describing the development of the MASC, this 
study presents initial data on the internal structure, reliability, 
norms, and validity of this newly developed instrument. The internal 
structure of the MASC was examined via factor analytic methods and an 
analysis of intercorrelations among items. Reliability of the MASC 
was evaluated in terms of its internal consistency and temporal 
stability. Descriptive statistics produced by the present sample are 
offered as tentative normative data. Preliminary validity data were 
obtained by examining the association between scores on the MASC and 
measures of peer acceptance (peer nominations and teacher ratings) 
and parent-adolescent conflict.
Predictions
Based on the performance of similarly constructed measures of 
social functioning and the recent literature concerning child and 
adolescent social competence, the following predictions concerning 
the MASC were made.
(1) Other, similarly constructed measures have demonstrated 
adequate internal consistency (i.e., coefficient alpha > .80), 
moderate homogeneity (i.e., item-total r > .30), and adequate 
tenporal stability (i.e., r > .80) (e.g., Freedman et al., 1978). 
Therefore, it was predicted that the MASC would demonstrate similar 
levels of reliability.
(2) Given that past attempts to cluster or factor analyze 
situationally specific social performance scores have proven 
unsuccessful (Freedman et al., 1978; Schlundt & McFall, 1987), no 
predictions were made regarding the factor structure of the MASC.
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(3) Because the MASC was designed to assess the social 
functioning of middle school and high school students, developmental 
differences between younger and older adolescents (Selman et al., 
1986) were expected to produce significant grade differences in MASC 
scores.
(4) Given the MASC was designed to be used as an index of social 
functioning in situations involving peers and family members, scores 
from this measure were expected to have low to moderate correlations 
with measures of peer acceptance and parent-adolescent conflict 
(McConnell & Odom, 1986; Robin & Foster, 1984).
(5) Despite a paucity of research on the differences among 
adolescents with contrasting peer status (Coie et al., 1982), it was 
predicted that scores on the MASC would significantly discriminate 
between the following sociometric groups: (a) accepted (popular and 
average) versus nonaccepted (neglected and rejected) (b) papular 
versus average, (c) neglected versus rejected, and (d) controversial 
versus all others.
METHOD
Subjects
Subjects were 598 students attending one of four secondary 
schools in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Schools included a public middle 
school (grades 6-8), a public high school (grades 9-12), a parochial 
middle school (grades 7-8), and a parochial high school (grades 9-
12). Both middle schools serve as feeder schools to their high 
school counterparts. Two classrooms from each grade at each school 
were selected randomly to participate (n = 26 classrooms). 
Participation was voluntary and limited to those subjects who 
obtained parental consent. Approximately 80% of selected students 
agreed to participate in the study. Subjects ranged in age from 11 
to 19 years (m = 15.12, sd = 1.89). As seen in Table 1, slightly 
more females (53%) than males participated and most subjects were 
white (83%) and from intact families (67%). The majority also came 
from middle class backgrounds. Subjects7 SES (Hollingshead & 
Redlich, 1958) was distributed as follows: level I, 15%; Level II,
24%; Level III, 36%; Level IV, 21%; and level V, 2%. A chi square 
analysis indicated no significant differences in the SES levels of 
white versus black subjects. Table 1 presents demographic variables 
on each of the schools that participated.
Measures
MASC. The MASC is a self-report instrument that contains 54 
items in a multiple-choice format. Each item includes a description 
of an adolescent problem situation plus four response options. 
Written instructions ask subjects to put an 'x' by the one response
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Table 1
Sample Characteristics by School
School
Public Parochial Public Parochial 
Middle Middle High High
(19%) (20%) (28%) (33%).
Characteristics (n = 114) (n =119) (n =166) (n = 199)
Grade
6th 37
7th 42 61
8th 35 58
9th —  —  41 50
10th -- —  35 56
11th —  —  50 51
12th —  —  40 42
Sex
Females 54 64 85 113
Males 60 55 81 86
Race
White 77 112 142 164
Black 34 6 24 31
Other 2 0 0 3
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Table 1 (continued)
SES
I 17
II 20
III 39
IV 28
V 7 
Parents
M & F 57
M Only 28
F Only 8
M & SF 12
F & SM 5
Other 3
17 38 20
26 50 48
45 53 80
30 22 48
0 3 3
90 101 151
18 26 16
2 8 2
5 18 17
4 7 5
0 6 7
Note. M = Mother; F = Father; SM = Stepmother; SF = Stepfather.
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that is most like what they would do or say. They are informed that 
this is not a test of what they should do and thus are encouraged to 
be honest with their answers.
Peer nominations. Subjects were presented the following 
typewritten introduction to the peer nomination task: "Think of all
the students that are in this class with you. Who are the ones you 
like and get along with? Who are the ones you don't like and don't 
get along with?" Subjects then were asked to list three students in 
their present classroom whom they "liked the most" and three whom 
they "liked the least". The use of both positive and negative 
nominations allows one to distinguish between those low status 
students who are rejected by peers and those who are overlooked or 
neglected. Considerable evidence exists suggesting these two groups 
of nonaccepted students differ on several key dimensions (e.g., 
prognosis) (Coie, 1985).
Subjects completed this task without benefit of a roster of 
students' names. Because these data were collected nearly eight 
months into the school year, it was assumed that subjects had 
sufficient opportunity to learn their classmates' names and were 
capable of listing those names. Providing a roster also seemed to 
run counter to a goal of identifying a group of adolescents who were 
truly neglected.
Using both positive and negative nominations, five different 
scores were computed for each subject. The first two were simply 
Liked Most (IM) and hiked Least (LL) scores standardized within 
classrooms. In addition, Social Preference (SP) and Social Inpact
(SI) scores were computed by standardizing within classrooms the 
following computations: Social Preference = IM - LL; Social Impact = 
IM + LL. IM, LL, and SP scores represent direct measures of peer 
acceptance or nonacceptance. Social impact, on the other hand, is 
considered to be an index of students' impact on their peers, whether 
positive or negative. SI scores are used primarily in conjunction 
with other peer nomination variables to determine children's peer 
status. In line with Coie et al. (1982), the following criteria were 
used to form five, mutually exclusive peer status groups: Popular =
(SP > 1.0 and IM > 0 and LL < 0); Rejected = (SP < -1.0 and LL > 0
and IM < 0); Neglected = SI < -1.0 and IM < 0); Controversial = (SI >
1.0 and LL > 0 and IM > 0); and Average = (.5 > SP > -.5).
Teacher ratings of peer acceptance. Teachers were asked to 
provide information as to how well subjects "get along with their 
classmates" by rating each subject on a 5-point, likert-type scale 
(where l = not liked and 5 = very well like). This type of teacher 
rating represents an indirectly obtained measure of peer acceptance.
A similar measure used by French, Waas, and Tarver-Behring (1986) was 
found to be moderately correlated with peer nominations and peer 
ratings.
Conflict Behavior Questionnaire fCBCh . The CBQ (Erinz, Foster, 
Kent, & O'Leary, 1979), also known as the Interaction Behavior 
Questionnaire, is a 20-item self-report measure that assesses 
adolescents' and parents' perceptions of their relationship. Four 
different versions of the CBQ are available: Two are parent versions
and two are for adolescents to complete on each parent. Adolescents
are asked to rate as true or false such statements as "My mom doesn't 
understand me." Higher scores oh the CBQ represent more negative 
perceptions of the relationship. For the present study, only the 
adolescent form of the CBQ was used and it was slightly modified to 
read "parents" in place of references to one's mother or father only. 
In previous studies, the CBQ has been found to be reliable and to 
effectively distinguish between distressed and nondistressed parent- 
adolescent dyads (Prinz et al., 1979; Robin & Foster, 1984). Given 
the number of MASC items that involve interactions between 
adolescents and their parents, use of the CBQ as an additional 
criterion measure seemed warranted. Internal consistency of the CBQ, 
as measured by coefficient alpha, was .90 for the present sample. 
Procedures
All measures were group administered in classroom settings 
during regularly scheduled class periods. Subjects were instructed 
to work independently and to keep as confidential all information 
provided. Five of the twenty-six classes were re-administered the 
MASC two weeks later in order to obtain test-retest reliability data. 
One class each was selected for retesting from grades 7-8 (public 
middle school) and grades 9-11 (parochial high school).
RESUUTS
Internal Structure of the MASC
Ihe MASC is an empirically-derived inventory of diverse items.
As such, the appropriateness of summing individual item scores is a 
function of hew well these items interrelate. Therefore, analyses 
that relate to the internal structure of the MASC are presented 
first.
the mean intercorrelation among items on the MASC was . 12 and 
the range of correlations was from -.11 to .36. Correlations between 
an item and the sum of all remaining items ranged from .05 to .52, 
with the mean r = .30 (sd = .11). Four items had item-total 
correlations below .10. Ihe decision was made to drop these items 
from the scale, thereby reducing the total number of MASC items to 
50. After eliminating these four items, the mean item-total 
correlation for the scale was .32 (sd = .09). All remaining analyses 
were conducted on this 50-item scale.
A principal components analysis performed on the 
intercorrelation matrix of MASC items extracted 17 factors whose 
eigenvalues exceeded one. As expected, the first component comprised 
the largest number of items and explained 13.3% of the variance in 
MASC scores. Ihe remaining factors were basically scree, however, 
and none of the factors were meaningfully interpretable. Orthogonal 
and oblique factor rotations (requiring 35 and 135 iterations, 
respectively) yielded factors that were largely uninterpretable, that 
lacked simple structure, and that often contained only one or two 
items.
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As stated previously, item selection was designed to generate an 
inventory of frequent and difficult situations that run the gamut of 
an adolescents7 life space (Schlundt & McFall, 1986): No attempt was
made to select subsets of items based on such predetermined criteria 
as situational content or the topography of responses. Identifying 
empirically sound and conceptually meaningful item subsets would add 
greatly to the scale's versatility, however, by offering a compromise 
between individual item scores and scores based on an aggregate of 
all MASC items.
Given that factor analytic procedures failed to yield a 
meaningful classification of items, an alternative approach was used 
to derive subscales of the MASC. Adopting a domain of functioning 
approach a la Harter (1982; see also Cauce, 1987), items were 
assigned to one of three broadly defined categories: Peer. Family,
and School. Two judges independently classified all items based on 
the stimulus features associated with each problem situation 
(Schlundt & McFall, 1987). The following rules were used to simplify 
the classification process: (a) Items were placed into the category
or domain that best represented the most immediate and direct source 
of situational difficulty; (b) Remote antecedent or setting events, 
physical location, topography of the response options, and putative 
consequences of the response options were ignored when classifying 
items.
Kappa coefficients across categories indicated good agreement 
between judges : Peer, 1.00; Family, .96; School, .95. The MASC was
found to contain 20 Peer items, 18 Family items, and 12 School items.
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Scores across all items within a domain were used to compute MASC 
subscale scores. Correlations between total and subscale scores 
ranged from .83 to .88, whereas intercorrelations among the subscales 
ranged from .58 to .62. These latter correlations suggest scores 
from a given subscale account for unique variance plus variance 
shared with other subscales.
Reliability of the MASC and Its Subscales
Internal consistency. Internal consistency of the MASC as 
measured by coefficient alpha was .87. Reliability estimates for the 
three subscales were slightly lower but still acceptable: Peer, .65;
Family, .78; and School, .72. Similar reliability coefficients were 
found when MASC scales were examined by sex and by school type (i.e., 
middle versus high school). As shown in Table 2, reliability 
estimates for each subgroup were highest for total MASC scores and 
lowest for scores from the Peer subscale.
Test-retest. Based on a total of 111 (19%) subjects who 
completed the MASC a second time, the MASC was found to have adequate 
temporal stability (r = .82). Test-retest reliability for the three 
subscales ranged from .60 to .81, with the Peer subscale evidencing 
the least stability over time. Similar coefficients were found when 
reliability estimates were calculated by sex and by school type (see 
Table 2). Noteworthy, however, was the less stable performance of 
males (r = .47) and middle school subjects (r = .55) on the Peer 
subscale.
Normative Data
Table 3 presents preliminary normative data on the MASC for
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Table 2
Reliability Estimates for the MASC and its Subscales
Scale MASC PEER FAMILY SCHOOL
All Subjects .87
Internal Consistency 
.65 .78 .72
Females .86 .64 .77 .72
Males .86 .62 .78 .72
Middle School .88 .69 .78 .74
High School .86 .61 .78 .71
(n = 57)
Test-Retest 
(n = 54) (n = 37) (n = 74)
All Subjects .82 .60 .81 .75
Females .91 .75 .86 .82
Males .71 .47 .75 .67
Middle School .78 .55 .79 .74
High School .85 .67 .82 .76
various demographic subgroups. MASC and MASC subscale scores were 
computed by summing across items. Theoretically, MASC scores can 
range from 50 to 200; the range of scores produced by the present 
sample was 69 to 187 (m = 137.55, sd = 19.56). When subjects' scores 
are expressed in terms of mean item scores, the present sample 
yielded the following scale means: MASC, m = 2.75 (sd - .39); Peer,
m = 2.77 (sd - .40); Family, m = 2.62 (sd = .47); School, m = 2.90 
(sd = .51). Given a midpoint score of 2.50, scores slightly above 
the midpoint are in keeping with the nondeviant nature of this 
sample. Subjects' performance was poorest on items related to family 
situations and greatest in academic situations. Across all items, 
the mean percentage of subjects endorsing a level 1 response (i.e., 
least effective) was 14.5%, whereas the mean percentage endorsing a 
level 4 response (i.e., most effective) was 31.1%. The mean 
percentage of subjects endorsing level 2 and 3 responses fell between 
these values. An item by item listing of mean scores and the 
percentage of subjects endorsing each response option are presented 
in Appendix B.
Demographic Differences in MASC Scale Scores
Grade and sex differences. The degree to which demographic 
differences influenced MASC scores was first examined with respect to 
subjects' grade and sex. We had predicted that older subjects would 
perform better on the MASC than younger subjects. Also, Crombie 
(1988) has recently noted the tendency for researchers to overlook 
sex differences when assessing children's social competence despite 
important distinctions in the social development of males versus
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Table 3
MASC Sum Scores by Demographic Characteristics
MASC Peer Family School
Demographic n M SD M SD M SD M SD
All Ss (598) 137.55 19.56 55.49 8.02 47.22 8.49 34.85 6.08
Sex
Females (316) 141.88 18.04 57.65 7.15 48.27 8.19 35.96 5.62
Males (282) 132.71 20.10 53.08 8.26 46.04 8.68 33.60 6.34
Grade
6th (37) 126.84 25.37 51.24 11.01 44.49 10.58 31.11 6.22
7th (103) 134.14 23.26 53.27 9.55 46.99 9.65 33.87 6.88
8th (93) 136.56 18.07 54.96 7.55 46.44 7.69 35.16 5.88
9th (91) 139.89 20.14 56.48 7.85 47.60 8.90 35.80 6.46
10th (91) 137.08 15.62 55.68 6.29 46.82 7.40 34.57 5.76
11th (101) 138.22 17.08 55.99 6.75 47.50 7.99 34.73 5.72
12th (82) 144.93 16.44 58.87 6.67 49.28 7.79 36.78 4.48
School Type
Middle (233) 133.94 21.86 53.62 9.12 46.37 9.08 33.95 6.51
High (365) 139.86 17.59 56.68 6.99 47.76 8.06 35.42 5.72
Race
White (495) 137.10 19.41 55.47 7.93 46.97 8.42 34.65 6.19
Black (95) 140.21 20.34 55.64 8.52 48.74 8.92 35.83 5.40
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Table 3 (continued)
MASC Peer Family School
Demographic n M SD M SD M SD M SD
SES
level I (92) 135.04 19.50 54 .'64 7.84 46.04 8.76 34.36 6.47
level II (144) 137.55 20.06 55.08 8.39 47.30 8.33 35.17 6.16
Level III (217) 138.65 18.63 55.83 7.73 47.74 8.06 35.08 5.79
Level IV/V (141) 137.79 20.45 56.14 8.13 47.12 9.15 34.53 6.13
Parents 
M & F (399) 137.80 18.80 55.44 7.90 47.18 8.32 35.18 5.76
M Only (88) 138.07 19.99 55.78 7.96 47.66 8.33 34.63 6.02
F Only (20) 142.20 19.79 57.55 7.29 49.60 8.91 35.05 6.48
M & SF (52) 135.75 19.53 55.08 7.93 46.86 8.68 33.81 6.76
F & SM (21) 130.62 23.92 53.57 9.16 44.00 9.81 33.05 7.48
Other (16) 140.75 27.30 57.75 10.47 49.06 10.32 33.94 8.75
Sex by School Type 
MS Females (118) 139.23 20.16 56.32 8.22 47.37 9.11 35.53 5.70
MS Males (115) 128.52 22.29 50.85 9.20 45.35 8.97 32.32 6.91
HS Females (198) 143.46 16.50 58.44 6.32 48.80 7.55 36.21 5.57
HS Males (167) 135.59 17.93 54.59 7.19 46.52 8.47 34.48 5.77
Note. M = Mother; F = Father; SM = Stepmother; SF = Stepfather; MS = 
Middle School; HS = High School.
females. Therefore, the effects of these two variables were 
considered separately and before that of other demographic variables. 
A two-way, Grade (7) X Sex (2) ANOVA was performed on subjects' total 
MASC scores. Because of unequal ns across cells, a regression model 
was used (Kirk, 1982). Significant main effects were found for both 
grade, F(6, 584) = 4.00, p < .001, and sex, F(l, 584) = 27.53, p < 
.0001, whereas the Grade X Sex interaction was not significant. As 
seen in Table 3, scores generally increased across the seven grade 
levels and females scored significantly higher than males. Based on 
Neuman-Keuls post hoc test for mean differences (p < .05), 12th- 
graders outperformed subjects in grades 6, 7, 8, and 10. Sixth- 
graders, meanwhile, scored significantly lower on the MASC than older 
subjects, except for those in grade 7. No other grade differences 
were significant.
Not surprisingly, additional analyses yielded a significant main 
effect for school type (i.e., middle versus high school) as well, 
F(l,594) = 12.13, p < .001. The School Type X Sex interaction was 
not significant, however. Once again, older subjects performed 
better than younger subjects. Subgroup means are presented in Table 
3 along with the means for subjects grouped by school type and sex. 
The combined main effects of these two variables are reflected in the 
fact that MASC scores were lowest for middle school males (m =
128.52, sd = 22.29) and greatest for high school females (m = 143.46, 
sd = 16.50).
Similar analyses were conducted to assess the inpact of grade 
and sex on MASC subscale scores. A two-way, Grade (7) X Sex (2)
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MANOVA yielded significant overall main effects, based on Wilks' 
lambda, for grade, F(18, 1648) = 2.63, p < .0001, and sex, F(3, 581)
= 16.80, p < .0001. The interaction of Grade X Sex was 
nonsignificant. Univariate F tests indicated that grade effects were 
attributable to differences on two of the three subscales: Peer,
F(6,584) = 5.40, p < .0001; and School, F(6,584) = 3.88, p < .001. A 
main effect for sex was found on all three subscales: Peer, F(l,584)
= 46.37, p < .0001; Family, F(l,584) = 7.17, p < .008; and School,
F(l,584) = 17.35, p < .0001.
The pattern of mean differences, as seen in Table 3, followed
that of total MASC scores. In general, older subjects and females
performed better than younger subjects and males. Neuman-Keuls post 
hoc tests revealed that 12th-graders performed significantly better 
on the Peer subscale than all other subjects. Ninth-graders, in 
turn, outperformed both 6th and 7th grade subjects, whereas subjects 
in grades 8, 10, and 11 surpassed 6th-graders only. On the School 
subscale, 12th-graders significantly outperformed both 6th and 7th 
grade subjects, and subjects in grades 7 through 11 scored better 
than 6th-graders.
The multivariate F test for the effect of school type on MASC 
subscale scores also was significant, F(3, 591) = 7.45, p < .0001.
In line with grade effects found previously, univariate F tests 
revealed significant school type effects on the Peer, F(l, 594) = 
20.58, p < .0001, and School subscales, F( 1, 594) = 7.65, p < .006, 
only. High school subjects outperformed middle school subjects on 
both the Peer and School subscales. A nonsignificant trend for high
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school subjects to score higher on the Family subscale than middle 
school subjects was also found (p < .08).
Ihe previous findings suggest that MASC scores can vary simply 
as a result of an adolescent7s sex and grade level. In order to 
conduct meaningful comparisons among subjects who may differ in other 
respects, these effects must be held constant. Therefore, the 
decision was made to standardize MASC scores by sex and school type. 
For example, rather than treat as equivalent the raw scores of a 7th- 
grade male and a 12th-grade female, standard scores were calculated 
to reflect normative differences due to sex and grade level. School 
type was chosen over grade because this dichotomy seemed to capture 
most of the variance in developmental differences but in a much 
simpler fashion. Also, the middle school/high school distinction 
represents a socially valid transition within adolescent development 
as well as an significant change in one's social milieu.
An additional advantage to standardizing scores is that MASC 
scale scores can be transformed into a standard metric, in this case 
T scores with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. Standard 
scores facilitate interpretability and allow for comparisons among 
different scales. Therefore, subsequent analyses are based on the 
standardization and T score conversion of MASC total and subscale 
scores computed separately for middle school males, middle school 
females, high school males, and high school females.
Race. SES. and parent effects. Table 4 presents mean T scores 
for the MASC and its subscales by subjects' race, SES, and parental 
constellation (e.g., mother and father vs. mother and stepfather).
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Table 4
MASC T Scores by Race. SES. and Parents
Demographic
MASC Peer Family School
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Race
Whites 49.73 9.89 49.98 9.81 49.71 9.88 49.64 10.19
Blacks 51.36 10.52 50.02 10.90 51.72 10.56 51.72 8.81
SES
level I 48.84 9.63 49.06 9.56 48.72 10.02 49.34 10.47
Level II 50.00 10.09 49.37 10.27 50.10 9.68 50.50 10.15
Level III 50.56 9.54 50.43 9.79 50.59 9.56 50.42 9.36
level IV/V 49.95 10.77 50.72 10.26 49.81 10.91 49.30 10.40
Parents
M & F 50.17 9.51 49.95 9.81 49.98 9.77 50.57 9.37
M Only 50.39 9.91 50.51 9.57 50.59 9.60 49.81 9.75
F Only 52.71 10.35 53.11 9.51 53.08 10.33 50.30 11.08
M & SF 48.69 9.98 49.13 9.46 49.34 10.28 48.01 11.18
F & SM 47.18 12.81 48.62 11.61 46.75 11.72 47.60 12.33
Other 49.34 15.99 50.19 15.67 50.88 13.19 46.74 15.46
Note. M = Mother; F = Father; SM = Stepmother; SF = Stepfather.
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Due to small ns in some cells, effects of the parent variable were 
examined separately from those of race and SES. Small its also 
dictated that subjects whose race was "other" be excluded from these 
analyses and the two lowest SES levels (i.e., IV and V) be collapsed 
into a single category.
A two-way Race (2) X SES (4) ANOVA on MASC T scores revealed no 
significant main effects. Ihe Race X SES interaction was 
significant, however, F(3, 579) = 3.26, p < .021, and reflected a 
tendency for blacks to achieve slightly higher scores than whites at 
all levels of SES except level III, where the reverse occurred. 
Despite the significant interaction, these differences were small and 
post hoc analyses failed to identify significant differences between 
blacks and whites across levels of SES.
Results of a two-way Race X SES MANOVA on Peer, Family, and 
School T scores indicated a marginally significant effect for race 
only, F( 3, 577) = 2.66, p = .047. Neither the main effect for SES 
nor the Race X SES interaction were significant. Univariate F tests 
indicated that black adolescents scored higher than whites on both 
the Family, F(l, 579) = 4.64, p < .04, and School, F(l, 579) = 4.65, 
p < .04, subscales. These differences, though statistically 
significant, were not substantial (see Table 4).
Despite apparent differences in mean T scores among adolescents 
with varying parent constellations (see Table 4), no significant 
univariate or multivariate effects on MASC and MASC subscales, 
respectively, were found.
Validity Analyses
Correlational analyses. Table 5 presents correlations between 
MASC scores and (a) the four peer nomination scores (social 
preference, SP; social inpact, SI; liked most, IM; and liked least, 
LL), (b) teacher ratings of peer acceptance (TR), and (c) CBQ scores. 
In general, correlations between MASC scales and measures of peer 
acceptance or rejection (SP, IM, LL, TR) were low and nonsignificant. 
Similar overall results were found when correlations were performed 
separately across various subgroups (e.g., males vs females) (see 
Appendix C). Somewhat in contrast to these nonsignificant findings 
was a significant correlation between social impact and the Peer 
subscale of the MASC. Though modest in size, the positive 
association between these two variables was a consistent finding for 
most subgroups of subjects. Thus, there was a slight tendency for 
adolescents who scored higher on the Peer subscale of the MASC to 
receive more peer nominations— both positive and negative— than those 
with lower Peer scores.
Also depicted in Table 5 are intercorrelations among the 
criterion variables themselves. Measures of peer acceptance have 
been used infrequently in middle and high school subjects (c.f., Coie 
& Dodge, 1983). As such, their meaning and overall utility with 
older populations is less certain than is the case with younger 
children (McConnell & Odom, 1986). For example, French et al.
(1986), in their sample of elementary students, found correlations 
between teacher ratings of peer acceptance and IM and LL scores of 
.43 and -.43, respectively. By way of comparison, similar 
correlations computed on the present data set produced rs of .33 and
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Table 5
Correlations Among Criterion Variables and With MASC T Scores
Correlations Among________  Correlations With
criterion SP SI IM LL TR CBQ MASC Peer Family Schoc'.
SP — .03 .01 .04 * o to
SI -.03 — .06 .11* .02 .02
IM .78** .59** — .06 .08 .05 .03
LL -.80** .62** -.26** — .02 .06 -.01 -.01
TR .33** .08 .33** -.22** — .08 .09 .07 .05
CBQ -.02 -.04 -.04 -.01 -.10* — -.40** -.25** -.42** -.35**
Note. SP = Social Preference; SI - Social Inpact; IM = Liked Most; LL = 
liked least; TR = Teacher Ratings of Peer Acceptance; CBQ = Conflict 
Behavior Questionnaire. *p < .01., **p < .001.
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-.22, respectively (see Table 5). When these correlations were 
examined separately for middle school (rs = .38 and -.29) and high 
school (rs = .29 and -.17) subjects, greater concordance with the 
findings of French et al. (1986) were found for the younger subjects. 
Although the significance of this weaker relation between direct 
(i.e., peer) and indirect (i.e., teacher) measures of peer acceptance 
for older subjects is presently unclear, it suggests caution when 
viewing these measures as isomorphic across age groups.
Moderate associations were found between MASC scores and scores 
from the CBQ. Subjects who reported greater conflict with parents 
generally demonstrated less effective social functioning (r = -40, 
across all Ss). As one would expect, parental conflict was found to 
be most strongly correlated with adolescents' performance on the 
Family subscale of the MASC (r = -42, across all Ss). This finding 
was highly consistent across both sex and school type subgroupings 
(see Appendix C).
Peer status differences. A total of 444 subjects (74%) were 
placed into one of five sociometric status groups (see Table 6). The 
percentage of subjects assigned to each group was as follows: 
popular, 15.2% (n = 91); controversial, 5.0% ( n = 30); average,
32.8% (n = 196); neglected, 8.2% (n = 49); and rejected, 13.0% (n = 
78). Chi-square analyses indicated no significant differences among 
the five groups with respect to demographic characteristics except 
for race, X2(4) =11.77, p < .02. This difference was due primarily 
to the relatively greater proportion of black subjects in the 
neglected group (whites, 9.0%; blacks, 23.0%), X2(l) = 9.07, p <
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Table 6
MASC T Scores by Peer Status
Status
MASC Peer Family School
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Popular 49.95a 9.73 49.75ab 9.81 50.22ab 9.90 49.79a 9.88
Controversial 54.91b 9.08 54.34a 9.91 54.81a 8.40 53.19a 8.94
Average 50.21a 10.15 50.74^ 9.83 49.80^ 10.19 50.06a 10.43
Neglected 49.74a 9.50 47.32b 8.92 50.74^ 10.60 51.51a 8.11
Rejected 48.73a 9.15 49.74^ 9.60 48.43b 9.42 48.61a 8.63
Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly, p < .05.
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.003. Although not statistically significant, the number of blacks 
in the popular group was disproportionately low as well (whites, 
22.0%; blacks, 13.1%). Coie et al. (1982) reported similar findings 
and suggested the disproportionate representation of blacks across 
peer status groups is not a true race effect but a by-product of 
conducting peer nominations in a school that contains a minority 
subgroup.
The validity of this argument aside, given the racial bias in 
status group membership, as well as previous analyses indicating that 
blacks outperformed whites on some MASC scales, the interaction 
effects of Race X Peer Status were investigated. Neither the 
univariate effect on total MASC scores nor the multivariate 
interaction effect on MASC subscales was significant (ps > .05). 
Nonsignificant interaction effects may be due, in part, to small ns 
in some cells (e.g., ns < 10 for popular and controversial blacks). 
Given that race did not interact significantly with peer status, 
subsequent analyses collapsed across subjects7 race.
The following planned orthogonal contrasts were conducted on 
subjects7 MASC sum T scores: (a) accepted (popular and average)
versus unaccepted (neglected and rejected); (b) popular versus 
average; (c) neglected versus rejected; and (d) controversial versus 
all others. Of these four a priori contrasts, only the last was 
significant, t(439) = -2.824, p < .005. Controversial subjects had 
higher MASC scores than all other groups (see Table 6).
A MANOVA performed on MASC subscale scores yielded a 
significant overall effect for peer status, F(12, 1156) = 2.20, p <
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.01. Univariate analyses revealed significant effects for two of the 
three subscales: Peer, F(4, 439) = 2.68, p < .03, and Family, F(4,
439) = 2.33, p < .05. Based on Neuman-Keuls post hoc tests, 
controversial subjects were found to score significantly higher on 
the Peer subscale than neglected subjects. On the Family subscale, 
controversial subjects significantly outperformed rejected 
adolescents. No other status group differences were significant.
To evaluate the ability of MASC scores to predict status group 
membership, a discriminant function analysis was conducted using 
scores from the Peer, Family, and School subscales of the MASC. 
Discriminant functions were calculated on 60% of the sample with the 
remaining sample used to cross-validate classification analyses.
Three discriminant functions were calculated with a combined X2 (12) = 
22.84, p < .03, (Wilks' lambda = .91). After removing the first 
discriminant function, chi-squared values failed to reach 
significance. The first function was as follows y = .137 (Peer) - 
.034(Family) -.085(School) - .916.
When discriminant functions were used to classify subjects into 
peer status groups, 43% were correctly classified. This 
classification rate was a result of identifying a disproportionate 
number of cases as average status. Whereas only 44% of the subjects 
were actually in the average group, a classification scheme using 
sarrple proportions as prior probabilities classified 97% of all cases 
as average. Therefore, nearly all average subjects (96%) were 
correctly classified, whereas the percent of correct classification 
for other status groups was zero, except for the neglected group
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where 3% were correctly classified. This same pattern of 
classification was replicated in the hold out sample. Forty-four 
percent of the cases were correctly classified as a result of 
assigning nearly all subjects (98%) to the average status group.
Additional validity analyses examined the extent to which 
adolescents7 with contrasting MASC scores (i.e., < 40T or > 60T) 
experienced differing levels of acceptance by peers and conflict with 
parents. High-MASC (n = 87) and low-MASC (n = 86) subjects were 
compared on the following criterion variables: SP, SI, TR, and CBQ.
A significant overall effect for level of social functioning was 
found, multivariate F(4, 168) = 26.69, p < .001. Univariate F tests 
revealed differences on all variables except social preference. 
Adolescents with above average performance on the MASC had 
significantly greater social inpact on their peers than did lcw-MASC 
subjects, F(l, 171) = 4.35, p < .04 (ms = .322 and .023, 
respectively). In addition, subjects with high MASC scores received 
significantly higher teacher ratings of peer acceptance than did 
subjects with low scores, F(l, 171) = 4.70, p < .03, (ms = 3.55 and 
3.19, respectively). Finally, high-MASC subjects reported 
significantly less conflict with parents on the CBQ than low-MASC 
subjects, F(l, 171) = 100.36, p < .0001, (ms = 3.61 and 11.14, 
respectively).
High-MASC and lcw-MASC subjects also were compared with respect 
to peer status. With one exception, the two groups showed few 
differences in peer status. The exception pertained to those 
subjects classified as controversial: One low-MASC subject versus
ten high-MASC subjects were so classified. This exception 
notwithstanding, a chi-square test revealed no significant overall 
differences in status group membership for high- and low-MASC 
subjects (p = .08).
Discussion
The present paper outlined the development and initial 
validation of an empirically derived measure of situationally 
specific social performance. The Measure of Adolescent Social 
Competence (MASC) is a 50-item, self-report scale whose social and 
content validity was enhanced through a series of criterion analyses. 
Following behavioral analytic guidelines (Goldfried and D'Zurilla, 
1969), adolescent subjects generated a pool of relevant problem 
situations and associated responses, while judgments of response 
effectiveness were provided by adults familiar with adolescent 
functioning (e.g., parents). In contrast to pre-existing measures 
developed specifically for male or female delinquents (Freedman et 
al., 1978; Gaffney & McFall, 1981), the MASC was designed for use 
with a wide range of adolescents. Also, the multiple-choice format 
of the MASC greatly facilitates administration and scoring.
Attempts to derive psychometrically sound and meaningful 
subscales of the MASC were based initially on factor analytic 
procedures. This approach was unsuccessful and supports Schlundt and 
McFall's (1987) contention that social competence scores are a poor 
metric for classifying social situations. Situations that appear to 
be quite similar may contain subtle and complex cues that elicit 
highly variable and situationally specific performance (Feldman & 
Dodge, 1987). For example, the lowest mean item score on the MASC (m 
= 1.99; sd = 1.08) was associated with a situation in which a brother 
teases by repeatedly blocking the adolescent's view of the TV despite 
being told to quit (item #42). Nearly half of the subjects (46.7%)
73
74
endorsed the option: "I'd get up and push him out of the way". The 
situation producing the highest mean item score (m 3.33, sd = .87) 
involved a sister who borrowed the adolescent's new radio without 
asking (item #19). Only eight percent of the subjects said they 
would "go into her room and take something of hers"; over half 
(51.3%) endorsed the option: "I'd tell her, XI don't mind if you
borrow it. Just ask me first.'" Despite obvious similarities in 
the situational content of these two items, quite different response 
patterns were elicited.
Because of the difficulties associated with using competence 
scores to classify situations, subscales of the MASC were constructed 
based on stimulus features (Schlundt & McFall, 1987) of the problem 
situations. Judges had little difficulty placing items into the 
Peer, Family, or School categories, owing perhaps to the use of 
conceptually meaningful and broadly defined content domains (Harter, 
1982), as well as highly specific classification rules.
The MASC and its subscales were found to have adequate levels of 
internal consistency and item homogeneity. The two-week test-retest 
reliability of MASC scores were also found to be adequate, although 
Peer subscale scores for male and middle school subsamples (ns = 54 
and 37, respectively) shewed less stability. Though it is possible 
that same adolescent subgroups actually display greater variability 
in their peer interactions, further research into the test-retest 
reliability of the Peer subscale is needed to explain fully the 
meaning of these data.
As predicted, MASC scores were significantly influenced by
subjects' grade level. Older adolescents generally demonstrated more 
effective functioning than younger subjects. These differences were 
especially pronounced for subjects at the ends of the grade range, 
6th-graders and 12th-graders. Improved performance across grade 
levels is a common finding in studies of child and adolescent social 
functioning (e.g., Dodge et al., 1985) and is likely due to a 
combination of factors, including developmental differences in social 
cognition (Ford, 1982; Selman et al., 1986) and cohort differences in 
social rules and activities (Csikszentmihalyi & Larsen, 1984; Foster 
et al., 1986). Strong sex differences were also found on the MASC, 
corroborating Crombie's (1988) position that assessment of social 
competence cannot overlook this important variable. The superior 
performance of female subjects may be due in part to the use of 
adult-generated scoring criteria: Researchers have noted a tendency
for girls to display more adult oriented (vs peer oriented) social 
behavior than boys (Crombie, 1986).
Although grade and sex differences offer some support for the 
validity of the MASC as a measure of adolescent social functioning, 
these differences were deemphasized as a result of standardizing 
scores by sex and by school type. In this way, we sought to focus 
more closely on the relations between MASC scores and other variables 
while also enhancing the interpretability and comparability of MASC 
scores. Of course, normative data from a more representative sample 
of subjects is needed if standard scores are to be applicable to 
other samples. Our convenience sample, though sizeable and fairly 
diverse, limits the generalizability of present norms.
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Subjects at different levels of SES performed similarly on the 
MASC and its subscales. This finding should be qualified, however, 
in that only two percent of our sample were from the lowest (level V) 
socioeconomic level. With respect to race, an unexpected finding 
emerged: Blacks outperformed whites on the Family and School
subscales of the MASC. Differences were small and marginally 
significant but nonetheless interesting in light of the fact that 
race and SES were not confounded in this sample. Whether these 
differences hold up in more disadvantaged samples of adolescents is 
an empirical question, however.
The particular combination of parents with whom adolescents 
lived (e.g., mother and father vs mother only) had no significant 
inpact on MASC scores. Small ns in some cells may have limited the 
power of these analyses, however, and apparent differences that 
occurred may warrant further study. For example, on the Family 
subscale, the mean score for adolescents living just with their 
father was considerably higher (m = 53.08, sd = 10.33) than the mean 
for those living with their father and a stepmother (m = 46.75, sd =
11.72).
MASC scores were found to be associated with adolescents' 
perceptions of the conflict existing in their relationship with their 
parents. Parent-adolescent conflict as measured by the CBQ was 
inversely correlated with performance on the MASC, in particular 
those items on the Family subscale. In addition, subjects whose MASC 
scores were one standard deviation below the sample mean reported 
significantly greater conflict with parents than subjects whose MASC
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scores were one standard deviation above the mean. Interestingly, 
Foster and Robin (1988) recently noted that CBQ scores are also 
correlated with the level of communication skill that parents and 
adolescents use during discussions of real life problems.
Despite predictions to the contrary, teacher estimates of peer 
acceptance were uncorrelated with social performance as measured by 
the MASC. This finding is qualified somewhat by the significant 
difference in teacher ratings found in subjects with extreme MASC 
scores. As only one of several factors that may influence teacher 
judgments of peer acceptance, the impact of social functioning 
appears to be minimal unless performance levels are at the extreme. 
This argument fits with the model proposed earlier in which social 
performance is seen as a necessary but insufficient determinant of 
social adjustment.
MASC scores also failed to correlate with social preference 
scores or with positive and negative peer nominations. Perhaps the 
self-report nature of the MASC mitigates finding significant 
correlations with peer nominations. Gresham and Elliott (1988b), for 
example, also found near-zero correlations between peer nominations 
and the adolescent, self-report version of their Social Skills Rating 
Scale (SRSS). Although it is not uncommon to find ratings by others 
(e.g., trained observers, teachers) to be significantly associated 
with peer acceptance (Coie & Dodge, 1988), self-report measures of 
social competence rarely demonstrate such a relation (Gresham & 
Elliott, 1984; Mize & Ladd, 1988; McConnell & Odom, 1986). Moreover, 
when a significant relation is found, it typically is based on peer
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ratings and not peer nominations (e.g., Gottman et al., 1975; la 
Greca, Kraslcw Dandes, Wick, Shaw, & Stone, 1988). Also, a recent 
meta-analysis by Achenbach and his colleagues (Achenbach, McConaughy,
& Howell, 1987) revealed an average correlation of only .26 between 
peer ratings and child self-report measures. Self-report measures of 
social competence were excluded from this analysis, however, and only 
measures of behavioral or emotional problems (e.g., aggression, 
depression) were included. Because behaviors such as fighting and 
crying are highly salient items to rate, one might expect that 
responses to hypothetical social situations would show even less 
correspondence with peer ratings.
A second explanation rests with the integrity of peer acceptance 
scores themselves. Finding lower correlations between teacher 
ratings and peer nominations for high school subjects raises 
questions about the nature of these measures with older adolescent 
samples. In the present study, nominations of liked most and liked 
least peers were conducted within classroom groups (c.f. Coie et al., - 
1982). Although a common approach with younger children (Coie &
Dodge, 1988; French et al., 1986), this methodology may be 
inappropriate with adolescents. During adolescence, friendships and 
peer groups become more structured and stable and often extend beyond 
the students in a given classroom. The more crystallized nature of 
adolescent friendships serves to reduce cross-group interaction and 
may minimize the role of social performance while increasing the role 
of social reputation in peer nominations (Bierman & Furman, 1984).
In at least one study (Gresham & Elliott, 1988a), however, peer
nominations collected within adolescent classrooms did result in 
sociametric classifications that were supported by concurrent teacher 
ratings. Based on a sample of subjects in grades 6 through 10, these 
researchers found that rejected adolescents had elevated scores on 
the following teacher-completed scales of the Revised Behavior 
Problem Checklist (RBPC; Quay & Peterson, 1983): Conduct Disorder,
Attention Problems-Immaturity, and Anxiety-Withdrawal. Teacher 
ratings of social skills also supported the unique difficulties of 
these subjects. Neglected subjects, though less dysfunctional than 
rejected subjects, also were rated by teachers as having less 
socially skilled behavior and greater problems with anxiety- 
withdrawal than popular subjects.
A final explanation, and one that assumes the validity of both 
the MASC and peer nomination sociometrics with adolescents, is that 
our findings accurately represent the relation between adolescent 
social functioning and peer acceptance. If so, then our data 
indicate that adolescent social functioning may have a negligible 
inpact upon nominations of roost and least liked peers, especially 
when collected within samples of nonreferred middle and high school 
students. We found no differences, for example, in the MASC scores 
of subjects identified through peer nominations as popular, average, 
neglected, and rejected.
As suggested by previous research and by the present tri- 
component model of social competence, indices of social adjustment 
such as peer acceptance are multiply determined. Factors having 
little to do with social functioning (e.g., physical appearance,
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athletic ability) can contribute significantly to peer status 
(McConnell & Odom, 1986). Presently we knew very little about the 
way in which these variables interact with social functioning to 
determine peer acceptance. For example, in a nonreferred sample such 
as ours, factors such as physical appearance and athletic ability may 
be more salient and more variable than social functioning. Once a 
minimum level of social adequacy is achieved by adolescents, social 
functioning may have little to do with their peer acceptance.
Our data also suggest, however, that adolescents who perform 
well on the MASC tend to be frequently nominated by their peers but 
that these nominations can be positive or negative (i.e., 
controversial peer status). We also found some indication that 
deficiencies in the social performance of rejected and neglected 
adolescents are most likely to be manifested within family and peer 
related situations, respectively. Though intriguing, the possibility 
that rejected and neglected adolescents exhibit domain-specific 
social performance deficits is difficult to evaluate given the lack 
of research that addresses this question.
Conclusions regarding the superior social functioning of 
controversial subjects on the MASC stand in contrast to research 
documenting the tendency for this group of subjects to be aggressive 
and disruptive (Coie & Dodge, 1983; Coie & Dodge, 1988; Coie et al., 
1982; Dodge, 1983; Dodge et al., 1983; Newcomb & Bukowski, 1984). 
These same studies, however, also document the capacity for 
controversial children to display highly skilled interpersonal 
behavior. The considerable heterogeneity associated with
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controversial groups prompted Newcomb and Bukowski (1984) to describe 
them as "a combination of subjects who actually belong in one of the 
other classification groups" (p. 1443). Coie and Dodge (1983) 
present data from a five-year longitudinal study that supports this 
conclusion: Of 14 children originally classified as controversial, 4
became popular and only 2 were still controversial. Coie et al.
(1982) have aptly described the contradictory picture that emerges 
with this group of children:
One might speculate that controversial children possess more 
positive social skills than they are described as having, simply 
because it must be hard for peers to describe them as good to 
have in a group when they also tend to see them as disruptive 
and aggressive (p. 568).
Interestingly, Dodge (1983) found that, aside from rejected subjects, 
controversial children were rated as the least physically attractive.
Previous conclusions concerning controversial subjects were 
derived almost exclusively from pre-adolescent samples. Similar 
descriptions, therefore, may not apply to adolescents who share this 
peer status classification. Indeed, Gresham and Elliott (1988a) 
found that controversial subjects in grades 6 through 10 differed 
from popular subjects in only two respects. The former were rated as 
having fewer problems with anxiety-withdrawal but as exhibiting less 
compliant social behavior. No differences emerged on other scales of 
the REPC and controversial subjects were no different from popular 
subjects in their teacher ratings of cooperation and social 
initiation. Similarities in the teacher-rated behavior of these two
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groups raise questions about the continuity of sociometric status 
group differences across child and adolescent age populations.
Consider, for example, the emergence of cliques, a common 
developmental shift in the friendship patterns of adolescents 
(Santrock, 1987). The formation of these groups may act to influence 
peer nominations in a fashion similar to that described by Coie et 
al. (1982) with respect to blacks attending a predominantly white 
school. They hypothesized that blacks who might well be popular in 
an all-black setting are classified as controversial by a white 
majority. Perhaps in a similar way, adolescents belonging to one 
clique receive negative nominations from other cliques regardless of 
their level of social functioning. Indeed, Brown and Lohr (1987) 
found that adolescents satisfied with not being members of any clique 
enjoyed relatively favorable levels of self-esteem. Though too 
little data exist on this issue, it seems that the meaning and 
complexity of peer status may undergo significant changes during the 
adolescent age period.
The combination of aggressive/disruptive behaviors and socially 
skilled behaviors displayed by controversial subjects also suggests 
that MASC scores are an accurate index of the latter but not the 
former. Certainly, asking adolescents to choose one of four 
responses to a hypothetical situation places severe limits on the 
amount and type of information we can glean about their social 
functioning. Perhaps controversial subjects are better at 
identifying effective responses than they are at actually emitting 
these on a consistent basis. Sanderson and Siegal (1988), for
example, have described controversial children as having "finely 
tuned rule conceptions" (p. 70). This description fits the present 
data and is not incompatible with previous findings concerning the 
more aggressive aspects of their behavior. If this description is 
accurate and if controversial adolescents suffer the same 
deficiencies in social functioning as their preschool and school-age 
counterparts, then our scale may be less a measure of social 
performance as it is a measure of specific social skills. Given its 
self-report, multiple-choice format, it may be that we are in fact 
measuring such skills as consequential and means-end thinking 
(Spivack et al., 1976). This issue is one that cannot be answered 
given the limits of our present data.
This was the first attempt to examine the validity and clinical 
utility of the MASC. Our findings indicate the MASC holds 
considerable promise for researchers and practitioners interested in 
assessing adolescent social competence with empirically derived, 
psychometrically sound measures. Further empirical efforts are 
required, however, to establish the range of purposes for which the 
MASC is valid. Sorely needed are studies that examine the degree to 
which MASC scores are correlated with such confounding variables as 
verbal IQ and social desirability. Also, the degree to which 
performance on the MASC corresponds to overt social performance, 
either naturally occurring or role-played, is a critical issue in the 
validation process. Future studies with the MASC also may help us to 
understand the relation between social performance and various forms 
of adolescent psychopathology (e.g., depression, substance abuse).
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lhe degree to which family disturbance (e.g., alcoholism, divorce) 
inpacts adolescent social functioning is another research issue for 
which this scale may prove useful.
The MASC can be used to identify those situations or domains 
that are a source of difficulty for a given adolescent or group of 
adolescents (e.g., potential drop outs). Identifying the situational 
sources of social dysfunction is a major step toward isolating 
factors (e.g., skill deficits, a non-reinforcing environment) that 
are maintaining poor social performance and contributing to 
adolescent maladjustment. Problematic areas identified via the MASC 
can serve as points of departure for clinicians conducting the type 
of in-depth analyses needed to plan an intervention. Social tasks 
that an adolescent experiences as too demanding should be the subject 
of a thorough functional analysis and the context for assessing 
encoding, decision, and enactment skills.
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Appendix: A
M. A.S.C.
(Males, Grades 6-12)
PLEASE PRINT!!!
NAME:   DATE:______
GRADE: 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 SCHOOL:
AGE:_______ (YEARS)_______ (MONTHS) TEACHER:
RACE:  WHITE  BLACK  OTHER HOUR: 1 2 3 A 5 6 7
LIVE WITH;  MOTHER S FATHER  MOTHER ONLY  FATHER ONLY
 MOTHER £ STEPFATHER  FATHER & STEPMOTHER OTHER____________
FATHER’S OCCUPATION:
MOTHER’S OCCUPATION:
FATHER'S EDUCATION: (Check one)
 [ 1 ]ELEMENTARY ____[2]JUNIOR HIGH  [3]SOME HIGH SCHOOL
 [4]HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE [5]SOME COLLEGE  [6]C0LLEGE GRADUATE
 [7]GRADUATE SCHOOL, LAW SCHOOL, OR MEDICAL SCHOOL___ OTHER:_______________
MOTHER'S EDUCATION: (Check one)
 [ 1 ]ELEMENTARY  [2]JUNI0R HIGH _[3]S0ME HIGH SCHOOL
 [A]HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE _[5]S0ME COLLEGE  [6]COLLEGE GRADUATE
 [7]GRADUATE SCHOOL. LAW SCHOOL, OR MEDICAL SCHOOL OTHER:_______________
INSTRUCTIONS: THE FOLLOWING PAGES DESCRIBE SITUATIONS THAT OFTEN HAPPEN TO
PEOPLE YOUR AGE, READ EACH SITUATION AND THE FOUR RESPONSES THAT GO WITH IT. 
PUT AN 'X' BY THE ONE RESPONSE THAT IS MOST LIKE WHAT YOU WOULD DO OR SAY. 
THIS IS NOT A TEST OF WHAT YOU SHOULD DO. SO, BE HONEST AND WORK QUICKLY. 
ANSWER EVERY ITEM AND PUT ONLY ONE 'X' FOR EACH SITUATION.
99
100
1) You go to the nail with your friends. While you're there, your friends
decide to see a movie. You have just enough money to buy a ticket.
After the movie, your friends go to get a hantourger and then to play 
video games. You begin to feel left out.
[ ] a. I'd say, "If you guys are going to do all that I'm leaving."
[ ] b. I'd ask ny best friend to loan me sane money and promise to pay him
back next week.
[ ] c. I'd go walk around in the mall to try not to feel left out.
[ ] d. I'd say, "Hey, I didn't know we were going to all these places.
Can one of you loan me sane money?"
2) You've been pretty nice to this guy in one of your classes even though
he's sort of weird. Even when you're not in class, he hangs around you
in the halls and when you're talking with friends. You want him to
stop. New, you're with sane friends and he walks up.
[ ] a. I'd wait until we were alone and then tell him the way I feel.
[ ] b. I'd ignore him until he figured out we don't want him in our group.
[ ] c. I would probably get mad and tell him to leave me alone.
[ ] d. I wouldn't say anything mean, but in class I would step being so 
nice to him.
3) Ycur friends tire over and everybody is having fun. Your brother and 
sister shew up and start calling you by a nickname that you hate. They
call you the nickname to embarrass you in front of your friends.
[ ] a. I would act like it didn't bother me and ignore them.
[ ] b. I'd say, "If you don't shut up, i'll hit you."
[ ] c. I'd say, "Shut up. You know you're just trying to earbarrass me."
[3d. I would call them off to the side and ask them to quit.
4) Ycu have a lot of homework to do for tomorrow. You have a doctor's 
appointment after school and you're going to a basketball game 
tonight. You're trying to figure out when you're going to do all you 
homework.
[ 3 a- I'd stay up late after the basketball game and do it then.
[ ] b. I'd try to do sane at school and while I'm waiting at the doctor's 
office.
[ ] c. I'd do it on my free time and if I didn't finish, I'd skip the 
basketball game.
[3d. I just wouldn't do itry homework.
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5) You're in a bad mood. Nothing bad really happened— you just don't want 
to talk to anybody. Your parents say, "Is something wrong?" and "Tell 
us what's the matter." You wish they would leave you alone.
[ } a. I'd say "Go away! I'm just in a bad mood."
[ ] b. I'd tell them I was tired and I'd like to be alone.
[ ] c. I'd say nothing is wrong and then tell them to leave me alone.
[ ] d. I'd say, "I'm just in a bad mood. I don't know why. I guess I
need some time to myself.11
6) A friend of yours is a lot of fun and is always making you laugh. Sane
of your friends can't stand him. One of them says, "Why do you hang
around that jerk?"
[ ] a. I'd say, "Just because you don't like him doesn't mean I can't like 
him."
[ ] b. I'd say "Shut up. He's my friend. If you don't like him, tough."
[ ] c. I'd say, "He's not really a jerk. He just acts crazy sometimes.
He rakes me laugh."
[ ] d. I would just ignore the person who said that.
7) Last night, a neighbor needed you to watch one of her kids. When you 
go to your history class you remember that you have a test today.
You're not ready for the test.
[ ] a. I would ask the teacher for sane more study time.
[ 3 b. I'd act sick and check out during class.
t ] c. I'd take the test. It was my fault I didn't study and the teacher
won't accept that excuse.
[ 3 d. I'd ask ny teacher if I could take the test tanorrow. Even if 1
get sane points off, it's better than getting an F.
8) Ycur parents tell you to clean up your roan. After you've finished,
one of them looks at it and says, "You didn't clean that roan. Your
junk is all over the place. Do it again and do it right."
[ ] a. I would do it again and do it right.
[ ] b. I'd do it again but first I'd find out what "junk" they're talking
about.
[ ] c. I'd say, 'Wo way. I already cleaned it."
[ 3 d. I'd say, "It's clean enough for me and it's my roan. It looks ok."
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9) You did something very embarassing in front of a lot of people at 
school. Ycur friend thought it was funny and laughed at you the way 
everybody else did. You got really wad and told him not to talk to you 
anymore. later, you wish you hadn't said that.
[ ] a. I'd apologize but tell him it wasn't very nice of him to laugh at 
me.
[ ] b. I wouldn't do anything. If he was really my friend, he would know 
that I was just mad and didn't mean it.
[ ] c. I would see if he wanted to be friends again.
[ ] d. I'd say, "I'm sorry I said that. I was just mad because you
laughed at me."
10) A couple of your friends ocme over. You're about to go out with them 
when ycur mother starts yelling at you for not finishing your work 
before ycu go out. She keeps it up and makes a real big deal over it 
in front of your friends. Ycu get embarassed and angry.
[ ) a. I'd tell my friends, "i'll call you later after I finish my work."
Then I'd tell my mother she embarrassed me.
[3 b. I'd say, "I'll do it later!" and then I'd leave with my friends.
[ ] c. I'd tell my friends that I can't go right now, but I'd see them 
later.
[ ] d. I'd hurry and do what I had to do and then leave mad.
11) Ycur friend told you something and made you premise not to tell anyone
else. The secret was who he wanted to go with to the school dance, 
later you told somebody else and he found out about it. Your friend 
says, "Why did you tell who I wanted to go with to the dance?"
[3 a. I'd tell him I was sorry and that I only told one person.
[ ] b. I'd say, "Because I felt like it."
[ ] c. I'd say, "I'm sorry. I shouldn't have told anybody. It won't 
happen again."
[ 3 d. I'd tell him it just slipped out.
12) Your friend asked to borrow 75 cents and you said, "Okay." later, ycu
remember that you need the money for lunch.
[ 3 a. I wouldn't eat lunch because I wouldn't want to ask for the money 
back.
[3 b. I would ask my friend to give the money back.
[3 c. I tell him, "Give me my money back. I need that for lunch. If you 
need money, go save seme."
[ ] d. I'd ask my friend if he needed the money for something inportant.
If not, I'd ask for the money back.
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13) Sometimes your parents won't let you do something you want to do. You 
hate it when the only reason they give for saying "No" is that you're 
not old enough. New, you ask them if you could do something, and they 
say, "No. Maybe when you're older you can do that."
[ ] a. 1 would say, "I am old enough right now."
[ ) b. I'd get really mad and scream at than until they let me do it.
[ ] c. If they said "No", I'd just say okay.
[ ] d. I'd say okay but then I'd ask how old I have to be before I can do 
it.
14) You and a friend have known each other a long time, New you're friend 
has changed. You two have nothing in ocmmcn anymore. Even though 
you've been friends a long time, you really don't enjoy hanging around 
him now.
[ ] a. I'd tell him we have nothing in ccrmon anymore so we have to step 
being friends for a while.
{ ) b. I'd try not to get around him that much.
[ ] c. I'd try to find serve thing in common with him.
[ J d. I'd try to get to know him better. Maybe he's acting that way 
because I've changed too!
15) You and your parents can't agree on what time you should be in at 
night. You want them to listen to what you have to say. Before you 
have a chance, one of them says, "We don't want to hear it. You'll do 
what we say and that's it."
[ ] a. I'd agree with them because if I talk back I might not be able to 
go out at all.
[ ] b. I'd say, "I think I should be allowed to speak my mind and you 
could at least listen to my side of it."
(3 c. I'd get mad and go into my roan. Then I'd stay cut late that night.
[ ] d. I'd do what they said, but the next day I'd try to make them see my
side of the story.
16) Your sister found out that you talked back to one of your teachers and 
got in trouble at school. When you get home, you find out that your 
sister told your parents what happened.
[ ] a. I'd get mad at my sister and try to get her back.
[ ] b. I'd tell my parents that what I said really wasn't that bad.
[ ) c. I'd tell my parents I wouldn't talk back to the teacher anymore.
(3d. I would admit it and tell than what happened.
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17) You and your friends are talking about a certain teacher. You don't 
agree with what everyone else is saying. You think they're wrong.
[ ] a. I'd say, "I know everybody has their own opinion, but I just don't 
agree with you."
[ ] b. I would tell them they're wrong.
[ ] c. I'd let them talk because everybody has a different opinion about 
people. I'd just knew how I feel.
[ ] d. I'd just act like I am agreeing with them, but I wouldn't really.
18) You have a lot of stuff to do— homework, a big test to study for, and 
chores at heme. You hate having to take the whole day doing things you 
have to do. You wish you had time to do the things you like to do.
[ ] a. I'd take some time to have fun and then stay up late doing my
stuff.
[ ] b. I'd study for the test, skip my homework, and hurry with my chores.
[ ) c. I'd make a list of what I had to do and work on it one by one as
fast as I can.
[ ] d. I'd ask my man if she could cut down on the chores. That way I'd 
have time to do what I like to do.
19) Your looking for your new radio. It was on your bed, but now it's 
gone. You look around the house and still can't find it. Just then 
your sister walks in with your radio and says, "I didn't think you'd 
mind if I borrowed it." .
[ ] a. I'd go into her roan and take something of hers and see hew she 
likes it.
t ] b. I'd tell her, "I don't mind if you borrow it. Just ask me first."
[ ] c. I'd say, "Give me nry radio." Then I'd tell her not to touch 
anything of mine without asking.
[ ] d. I would go tell iry mother that she did.
20) You sit next to this guy at lunch whose best friend is scmeone you 
can't stand. You enjoy talking to him, but often you don't because his 
friend shows up, too.
[ ] a. I'd sit and talk to sane of the other people around me. Then I 
would hurry ip and finish eating, so I could get away from his 
friend.
[ J b. I would move and ask my friend to move, too.
[ ] c. I'd tell him I really don't like his best friend, but I wouldn't 
ask him to move. I'd try to get to know the guy, and maybe I'd 
like him.
[ ] d. I would start talking to him anyway and not worry about his friend.
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21) Your best friend's birthday was yesterday. When it was your birthday, 
he gave you a cassette tape ycu really liked. You want to give him a 
present but you don't have any money.
[ ] a. I'd tell him I ordered a present frcm sane far away place, and when 
it gets here, I'll give it to him.
[ ] b. I would make ny mother buy something for him.
[ ] c. I'd tell him I want to rake a tape for him and ask him what songs
he wants on it. Then I'd have time to get money for the blank 
tape.
[ ] d. I'd tell him "Happy Birthday" and explain to him that I don't have 
any money.
22) Your friends want to call people on the phone just to play a joke on
them. They think it'll be fun, but you think it's dumb. You tell your
friends you don't want to be a part of it. One of them gets mad and
says, "What a baby! Don't you want to have any fun?”
[ ] a. I would say, "You're the baby playing dumb games."
[ ] b. I'd say, "Calling people is no fun. All they do is hang up. Let's 
do something else."
[ ) c. I'd say, "Not that kind of fun. Do it yourself."
[ ] d. I'd go along with them, depending on What they were going to say.
23) You want to go to an outdoor concert with sane friends. Your parents 
ask you where you're going. You tell them and they say you can't go. 
Ycu ask why, and they tell you they don't like your going to outdoor 
concerts.
[ ] a. I'd get mad and beg them until they let me go.
[ ] b. I'd talk to ny parents, find out why they don't like outdoor 
concerts, and then maybe cane to sane sort of agreement.
[ ] c. I'd tell them nothing's going to happen and it's about time they 
trusted me.
[ ] d. I'd tell them that I'm going anyway.
24) You have a math test today. You studied for it and you're ready to 
take it. While you're taking the test your mind goes blank. You start 
to panic and can't ranenber a thing.
[ ] a. I'd look on someone else's paper.
[ ] b. I'd guess at the answers.
[ ] c. I'd try to relax and answer the questions I know.
[ ] d. I would try to think about nothing but math.
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25) Your father had a bad day at work and canes heme in a bad rood. You 
know he's in a bad mood so you try to stay out of his way. It works
for a while, then suddenly he yells at you for leaving the bathroom
light on. He says, "How many times--do I have to tell you to turn off 
the light when you're finished?"
[ ] a. I'd let him yell at me and get his anger out. But later on, I'd 
tell him hew I feel.
[ ) b. I would say, "I'm sorry. I didn't do it on purpose."
[ ] c. I'd say, "Hell, excuse me for making a little mistake."
[ ] d. I'd say, "Why do you always get rad at me when ycu have a bad day
at work?"
26) You think ycur English teacher grades unfairly. Today, the teacher 
returns a paper you did. You worked a long time on this paper. The 
grade is a C-. You think you deserve a better grade.
[ ] a. I'd find out why I got this grade. Then I'd take any help she 
could give me for the next one.
[ ] b. I wouldn't do anything. If I argued with her, she'd probably give 
me a lower grade.
[ ) c. I'd tell her that I worked hard and I think I deserve a better 
grade than a C-.
[ ] d. I'd say, "There's no way I deserve this bad of a grade."
27) Your science class is really hard. You read the book, but it doesn't 
mate sense and you can't remenber all the things you read. You know 
you're not understanding things because you got a bad grade on your 
last test.
[ ] a. I'd try harder to make better grades cm my test.
[ } b. I'd try to get changed to an easier science class.
[ ] c. I'd just fail that class, but I'd make sure I passed the rest of
them.
[ ] d. I'd ask the teacher to help me sifter school or tell roe who could.
28) You bought a T-shirt. The shirt cost $10.00 but you really wanted it.
Ycu've only had it a month and already it's fading and falling apart.
[ ] a. I'd take the shirt back to the store and get another one.
[ j b. I'd take it back, but I wouldn't argue with them because I might
have washed it wrong.
[ ] c. I would get mad, but there's nothing I can do about it.
t ] d. I would just quit wearing it.
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29) You're saving your money for something really important. Your friends 
drop by and ask if you want to go to a movie. You want to go with 
them, but you really need to save your money.
[ ] a. 1 would ask my parents for sane money.
[ ] b. I'd tell them I need to save my money. Then I'd say, "Let's do
something that doesn't cost anything."
t ] c. I would probably go anyway.
[ ] d. I'd say, "I want to go, but I'm saving my money. Sorry."
30) You have to do book reports for your English class. You could have 
done better on the first one, but you ran out of time. You promised 
yourself that you'd start earlier on the next one, but here it is 
again— the night before it's due.
[ ] a. I'd work hard on this report and make a deal to reward myself if I 
start early on the next one.
[ ] b. I wouldn't do it. It's too late to worry about it now.
[ ] c. I'd start working on it until I had a good, long one written.
[ ] d. I'd ask the teacher if I can turn it in a day late.
31) You were playing around in your house and broke a lamp. You want to 
tell your parents the truth about what happened, but you're afraid 
they'll get mad. If you don't tell them, they'll never know you did 
it, but you'll feel bad.
[ ] a. I'd say that I did it because people shouldn't tell lies.
[ ] b. I wouldn't say anything about it.
[ ] c. I'd tell them I didn't knew who broke it.
[ J d. I'd tell my parents the truth and-offer to pay for it.
32) You're arguing with sane people about sane thing in the news. You 
disagree with what they're saying and you start feeling angry. But 
later, you realize that you may be wrong and they may be right.
[ ] a. I'd just forget about it until it was brought up again.
[ ] b. Later on, I'd tell them that I was wrong and that I'm sorry I got 
mad.
[ ] c. I wouldn't worry about it. I'd just learn not to get so mad the 
next time I disagree with sanebody.
[ ) d. I wouldn't tell them I was wrong. I wouldn't even talk about it 
again.
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33) You wonder what you're going to do after high school. When people ask 
you what you plan to do, you say, "I don't knew." You're not sure how 
you're going to make the decision, but you think it's time to decide.
[ ] a. I'd see what I'm best at and decide from there.
[ ] b. I'd put it off again, but in the back of my mind, I'd still think 
about it.
[ ] c. I'd think about what I like to do most and pick one of them.
[ ] d. I'd talk to the school counselor and ask about different careers.
34) You want to go out with sane friends. Your parents ask who you're 
going with. You tell them and they say you can't go. You ask why, and 
they tell you they don't like who ycu're going with.
[ ] a. I wouldn't go, but I'd ask rry friends to come over sometime and 
meet my parents.
{ 3 b. I'd ask them why they didn't like my friends. Then I'd tell them a 
few things about rrry friends.
[ ] c. I'd call my friends and tell them I can't go.
[ ] d. I'd tell them they can't pick my friends and I am going.
35) You were sick and missed a week of school. In your math class, you're 
really behind. Ycu don't understand what the class is doing new. You 
don't know hew to do the hanework.
[ ] a. I wouldn't do the homework. I'd tell my mem nobody would explain 
it to me.
[ ] b. I'd ask the teacher to help me so I can learn what I missed.
[ ] c. I'd call a friend and ask him what they did in math class.
[ ] d. I'd ask my teacher to explain what I missed and give examples.
Then I'd try to do sane problems on my cwn.
36) You chewed on your pen during class. Ink got all over your lips, but 
you didn't knew it. After class you walked to your locker and then 
went to your next class. When you walked into the roan, somebody 
laughed and said, "Your lips are blue!” You were embarrassed.
[ 3 a. I'd say, "Are you serious?" and start laughing with them. Then I'd 
ask to be excused.
[ 3 b. I'd leave the class roan and I wouldn't go back that day.
[ 3 c. I'd cover my mouth and run to the bathroom and wash it off.
[ ] d. I couldn't do too much. I'd try to make the best of it and get 
cleaned up.
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37) Your history class is boring. You wish you didn't have to take the
class. Because the class is so boring, you hate to do the homework or
study for tests. Still, you don't want to make a bad grade in the 
class.
[ ] a. I'd just do the best I can because I'll only have it for a year.
[ 3 b. I'd try things to make it more fun. If that didn't work, I'd just 
do ny homework and pass the class.
( ] c. I probably wouldn't do the work. I still might luck up and pass.
r ] d. I'd try to pass with an easy grade. I wouldn't try my hardest at 
something I don't like.
38) Some of your friends are girls. You enjoy talking with them, and they
seem to like you. You wish one of these girls would be your
girlfriend, but none of them wants to be.
[ ] a. I'd find a girlfriend somewhere else and just be friends with these 
other girls.
[ ) b. I'd just try to be more friendly.
[ ] c. I would drop all of them.
[ ] d. I'd keep trying until I got one.
39) A friend of yours is always borrowing money fron you. You are tired of 
loaning him money because he never pays you back. Now he's asking for 
more money. He says, "Can I borrow 50 cents? I'll pay you back."
[ ] a. I'd tell him that he can borrcw 50 oents but tomorrcw I want all of 
my money back.
[ ] b. I'd tell him he's crazy and if he doesn't want to get hurt, he 
better pay back what he ewes me!
[ ] c. I'd tell him I don't have any money to loan because he's borrowed 
it all.
[ ] d. I'd tell him that I won't loan him any money until he pays me back.
40) You washed the car for your parents. You accidentally left one of the 
windows open and the inside got very wet. Before you have a chance to 
dry the inside, one of your parents ceres out and says, "How could you 
leave the window dcwn? can't you do anything right?"
[ ] a. When they finished yelling I'd say, "I'm sorry. It was my fault
and I'll clean it up. It won't happen again."
[ ] b. I wouldn't pay any attention to them. I would just dry it off.
[ ] c. I'd tell them to do it themselves if they don't like it.
[ ] d. I would say, "It was just an aocident."
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41) Someone said you were "gross.” It hurt your feelings are! made you mad. 
[ ] a. I would act like I didn't care.
[ ] b. I would be hurt, and I'd wonder why he said it.
[ ] c. I'd tell him that if he doesn't know me, then he shouldn't judge 
me.
[ ] d. I'd say, "you're the one that's gross. Not me."
42) You're watching a good TV show. Your brother stands in front of the IV 
just to tease you. You tell him to leave, but he just stands there and 
lau^ is.
[ ] a. I'd get up and push him out of the way.
[ ] b. I'd say, "Ihanks. That was a dumb shew." He'd leave soon.
[ ] c. I would tell my mom to please make him move.
[ ] d. I' say, "Get out of the way. Ycu're acting just like a little
baby."
43) Seme afternoons you like getting out of the house and being by 
ycurself. When ycu come heme, your parents always want to know what 
you've been doing. Today you ocme home frcm a bike ride and your 
mother says, "You left an hour ago. What have you been doing?"
[ ] a. I'd tell her, "I was riding my bike. What did you think I was 
doing?"
[ ] b. I'd say I was just out riding my bike because I wanted to be alone 
for awhile.
[ ] c. I'd ignore her and go into my room. Then she would know it was 
none of her business.
[ ] d. I'd say, "Nothing. Just riding my bike around."
44) You like to go slew with ycur classwork so you can be sure that it's 
right. Today, the teacher starts to pick up the work before you're 
finished. Your teacher says, "I need your paper now."
[ ] a. I'd get real mad and throw the paper on her desk.
[ ] b. I'd tell her I wasn't finished and if she wants me to do good work,
she'll have to give me more time.
[ ] c. I'd give her the paper and hope I did okay.
[ ] d. I'd ask for more time. If she says no, then I'd give her the paper
and work faster next time.
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45) Yew're watching a great IV show. You don't want to miss the end of
it. Your mother says, "I'm washing clothes. Get all your dirty clothes
and bring them to me now!"
[ ) a. I'd say, "Can I wait till this is over? I'll put them in and turn 
the washing machine on."
[ ] b. I'd say, "Hold on. I'll get than in a minute."
[ 3 c. I'd say, "Wait! This is the best part! I can't miss it."
[ ] d. I'd keep watching TV and maybe she would do it herself.
46) You and your brother use the same bathroom. Today, you left the
bathroom neat, but he got water all over the floor. Your mother sees 
the water and blames you. She says, "look at the mess you made. Get 
in here and mop it up."
[ ] a. I would just mop it up.
[ 3 b. I'd tell her who did it and see what happens. If she starts to get
mad, I'd clean it ip.
[ ] c. I wouldn't do it.
[ 3 d. I'd tell her my brother did it and he should be mopping up his own
mess.
47) Che of your classmates is always hanging around, asking questions, and 
following you. You really don't like this guy, but you don't want to
be mean, either. Finally, you held enough and said, "leave me alone!"
New you feel bad for saying that.
[ 3 3* I'd ignore him and act like I don't see him.
[ ] b. I'd explain to him, "You've got to find other friends."
[ ] c. I'd tell him, "I'm sorry I hurt your feelings, but I don't like you
following me around."
[3d. I would tell him I'm sorry.
48) Today you got your report card. You're happy with your grades. When 
you shew your grades to your parents, they say, "You can do a lot 
better than this. You may be satisfied with these grades, but we 
aren't."
[ ] a. I'd tell them at least I was passing, but I'll try harder.
[ ] b. I'd tell them I did my best and if they aren't satisfied, that's
too bad.
[ 3 c. I'd ask them which grades they think I could bring up.
[ 3 d. I would say I did the best I could.
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49) You sit next to this guy in class and find out that you two get along 
really well. You haven't talked to him outside of class because your 
friends may not like him. Your friends don't knew this guy.
[ J a. I would be as friendly to him as to anybody else.
[ ] b. I wouldn't go outside of class with this person.
[ ) c. If my friends are real friends it won't matter who I hang around
with.
[ ] d. I'd introduce him to my friends and ask him to do something with 
us.
50) You don't like the way you lock. You think your looks keep you from 
making more friends. You think it would be so much easier to make 
friends if you were better looking.
[ j a. I'd dress better and talk about things people like to talk about. 
Then I'd have plenty of friends.
[ ] b. I wouldn't let it bother me if people don't like the way I look.
That's their problem.
[ ] c. This is hew I feel. I think if I were better looking I'd have more 
friends.
[ ] d. I'd acoept the way I look but I'd still try to look better.
51) Even though you studied a long time for a test, you got a bad grade. 
After class your teacher asks if you studied. When you tell her how 
much yew studied she says, "I don't knew hew you could have studied so 
much and still get such a bad grade.11
[ ] a. I'd say, "I thought I studied a lot, but I guess I didn't. I'll 
study harder next time."
[ ) b. I'd keep telling her I studied until she believes me.
[ ] c. I'd tell her I studied a lot and I don't knew why I did so bad.
Then I'd ask her to help me study better.
[ ] d. I would say, "I don't care. Believe what you want."
52) Ycwr friend is caning by any minute to pick you up. Most of your 
clothes are dirty, and what you end up wearing just doesn't look 
right. You look in the mirror and ycu knew you don't look good. You 
get upset.
[ ] a. I'd get mad and tell ry non I needed sane new clothes.
[ ) b. I'd just wear the dirty clothes and tell my friends what happened.
[ ] c. I'd tell my friend to cane in and help me find something to wear.
[ ] d. I'd call my friend and tell him that I just can't go.
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53) You call a friend and ask, "Hey, want to go see that new movie shewing 
at the mall?" He says, "I'm not feeling well. I think I'll just stay 
hane." The next day ycu find out he had already seen the movie and 
wasn't sick at all.
[ ] a. I'd probably get mad at him. I'd start thinking he didn't want to 
hang around me.
[ 3 b. I'd ask him to tell me the truth next time and I'll understand.
[ ] c. I wouldn't be mad. Maybe he was just trying to find a nice way to
say no.
[ ] d. I'd tell him not to lie to me anymore.
54) While eating lunch with ycur friend, ycu said something as a joke but
he got really mad. Later, when you asked him a question, he didn't 
answer. Then, he just walked away without saying anything to you.
[ ] a. I'd let him go and later on, when he's not so mad, I'd tell him I
was sorry.
[ ] b. I'd catch up with my friend and tell him it was just a joke.
[ ] c. I wouldn't say anything to him, but I wouldn't be mean.
[ ] d. I'd say, "Good, be that way. You can't even take a joke."
Appendix B
Mean Item Scores and Percentage of Response Endorsgnent by Sex and School
Level
SUBJECT GROUP Item M SO 1
Response Value 
2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 1 3.37 ,67 2 5 48 45
MS Males 3.21 .72 3 7 55 35
MS Females 3.33 .73 3 5 47 45
HS Males 3.37 .62 1 4 5 2 43
HS Females 3.47 .62 1 4 43 53
TOTAL SAMPLE 2 2.92 .92 7 25 36 32
MS Males 2.97 1.12 15 19 20 46
MS Females 3.00 .93 2 37 20 41
HS Males 2.86 .90 9 23 42 26
HS Females 2.90 .79 4 24 50 22
TOTAL SAMPLE 3 2.60 1.26 34 15 19 33
MS Males 2.37 1.23 37 15 22 25
MS Females 2.44 1.24 34 18 19 30
HS Males 2.43 1.37 42 7 16 34
HS Females 2.68 1.20 24 20 19 37
TOTAL SAMPLE 4 2.45 1.01 24 22 39 15
MS Males 2.51 1.02 23 20 41 17
MS Females 2.66 .98 18 17 47 19
HS Males 2.21 1.02 32 26 30 11
HS Females 2.48 .98 21 23 42 14
TOTAL SAMPLE 5 2.90 <0 W 5 33 28 34
MS Males 3.00 .92 6 24 34 36
MS Females 3.00 .96 4 33 21 42
HS Males 2.77 .90 5 40 29 26
HS Fsnales 2.89 .95 7 31 29 33
TOTAL SAMPLE 6 2.83 1.09 19 12 35 34
MS Males 2.43 1.15 32 16 30 22
MS Females 2.66 1.07 24 9 45 22
HS Males 2.93 1.13 18 13 27 42
HS Females 3.10 .95 10 10 39 40
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Mean Itgn Scores and Percentage of Response Endorsement by Sex and School
Level (cont.)
Response Value
SUBJECT GFOUP I tan M 1 2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 7 3.15 1.07 15 7 28 51
MS Males 3.03 1.02 13 11 36 40
MS Females 3.29 .97 10 6 29 55
HS Males 3.13 1.05 14 6 32 48
HS Fsnales 3.13 1.18 19 6 18 57
TOTAL SAIVPLE 8 2.98 1.02 7 33 16 45
MS Males 2.85 1.03 11 27 27 35
MS Females 2.84 1.02 8 38 18 37
HS Males 3.05 1.04 7 32 12 50
HS Females 3.10 .99 3 34 12 51
TOTAL SAVPLE 9 2.99 1.23 22 9 16 53
MS Males 2.84 1.24 27 19 16 38
MS Females 3.14 1.12 15 10 20 55
HS Males 2.57 1.36 38 10 10 42
HS Females 3.46 .96 11 1 19 69
TOTAL SAMPLE 10 2.13 1.00 32 36 19 13
MS Males 2.39 1.07 26 26 30 18
MS Females 2.26 1.06 29 32 22 17
HS Males 1.90 .90 40 38 16 7
HS Females 2.08 .96 31 44 14 12
TOTAL SAMPLE 11 2.93 .96 4 37 20 39
MS Males 2.92 1.05 9 31 19 41
MS Females 3.04 .97 4 32 19 45
HS Males 2.79 .96 5 44 19 32
HS Females 2.99 .90 1 38 23 39
TOTAL SAMPLE 12 3.18 .98 3 30 12 55
MS Males 3.05 1.03 9 25 20 47
MS Fenales 3.22 .95 ‘2 29 13 56
HS Males 3.28 .96 4 23 12 61
HS Females 3.15 .97 0 40 5 55
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Mean Item Scores and Percentage of Response Endorsement by Sex and School
Level (cont.)
Response Value
SUBJECT GROUP Item M SO 1 2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 13 2.73 1.57 16 34 10 40
MS Males 2.73 1,07 12 38 15 35
MS Females 2.57 1.24 29 20 16 35
HS Males 2.82 1.12 11 40 5 44
HS Ferales 2.75 1.17 16 35 6 42
TOTAL SAMPLE 1A 3.04 .97 3 36 15 46
MS Males 2.81 .96 5 41 21 32
MS Females 3.17 .97 4 27 17 52
HS Males 2.86 .97 4 42 17 36
HS Females 3.25 .94 1 32 9 59
TOTAL SAMPLE 16 2.78 .87 10 21 49 19
MS Males 2.76 .96 11 27 36 26
MS Females 2.75 .83 7 29 47 18
HS Males 2.73 .91 14 15 54 17
HS Females 2.85 .82 8 19 54 19
TOTAL SAMPLE 16 2.45 1.39 43 11 6 41
MS Males 2.06 1.36 59 7 4 31
MS Females 2.44 1.37 42 9 10 38
HS Males 2.38 1.37 44 13 5 38
HS Females 2.76 1.37 32 11 5 52
TOTAL SAMPLE 17 2.89 1.02 16 9 44 31
MS Males 2.64 1.10 23 16 36 25
MS Females 2.80 1.11 22 5 42 30
HS Males 2.76 1.06 20 11 42 27
HS Females 3.21 .79 6 4 52 38
TOTAL SAMPLE 18 2.76 1.01 15 21 37 27
MS Males 2.80 1.00 13 22 37 28
MS Females 2.91 .87 9 16 50 25
HS Males 2.58 1.08 21 24 31 24
HS Females 2.79 1.03 15 21 34 30
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Mean I tan Scores and Percentage of Response Endoresement by Sex and School
Level (cont.)
Response Value
SUBJECT GROUP Item M SO 1 2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 19 3,33 .87 8 2 38 51
MS Males 2.97 1.09 18 5 37 39
MS Females 3.27 .96 11 3 35 52
NS Males 3.40 .78 6 0 43 50
HS Females 3.51 .65 2 2 37 58
TOTAL SANPLE 20 3.04 .67 3 12 64 22
MS Males 2.91 .86 8 18 50 25
MS Females 3.09 .71 3 13 57 28
HS Males 3.04 .58 2 10 72 17
HS Females 3.09 .57 1 11 69 20
TOTAL SAMPLE 21 2,49 .69 5 49 40 7
MS Males 2.51 .81 8 45 35 12
MS Ferales 2.53 .68 3 47 42 7
HS Males 2.50 .73 5 47 39 8
HS Females 2.43 .58 3 52 43 2
TOTAL SAMPLE 22 2.52 1.14 24 29 19 29
MS Males 2.54 1.15 24 27 20 29
MS Females 2.44 1.12 25 32 18 25
HS Males 2.41 1.11 24 36 16 25
HS Females 2.65 1.16 23 23 21 33
TOTAL SAMPLE 23 3.01 .90 7 19 40 34
MS Males 2.95 .94 9 20 39 32
MS Females 2.91 .89 7 23 41 28
HS Males 3.11 .88 7 12 44 37
HS Fenales 3.03 .88 5 22 37 35
TOTAL SAIVPLE 24 3.24 1.13 15 9 12 64
MS Males 3.04 1.14 16 15 19 50
MS Females 3.33 1.06 12 9 14 66
HS Males 3.25 1.14 16 7 13 64
HS Females 3.32 1.14 15 8 7 70
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Mean I ten Scores and Percentage of Response Endorsanent by Sex and School
Level (cont.)
Response Value
SUBJECT GROUP Item M SD 1 2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 25 2.54 .90 16 27 45 13
MS Males 2.57 .90 13 32 40 15
MS Females 2.53 .98 19 25 40 16
HS Males 2.52 .88 14 30 44 11
HS Females 2.54 .88 16 23 51 10
TOTAL SAMPLE 26 3.08 .97 9 15 33 42
MS Males 3.00 1.10 16 12 28 44
MS Females 3.10 .97 9 16 31 44
HS Males 3.09 .92 8 13 40 39
HS Females 3.11 .94 7 19 31 43
TOTAL SWPLE 27 3.11 .85 7 11 47 35
MS Males 2.97 .90 10 12 49 29
MS Females 3.00 .92 10 11 47 32
HS Males 3.19 4^ CD 4 10 48 38
HS Females 3.19 .80 4 12 45 39
TOTAL StfvPLE 28 2.29 1.06 31 23 31 15
MS Males 2.45 1.19 29 17 34 20
MS Females 2.28 1.04 28 30 27 15
HS Males 2.29 1.09 34 19 33 15
HS Females 2.21 1.01 32 25 32 11
TOTAL SAMPLE 29 2.16 .82 18 56 16 9
MS Males 2.20 .81 15 59 16 10
MS Females 2.06 .70 17 64 14 4
HS Males 2.16 .88 22 51 17 10
HS Feral es 2.18 .86 19 54 17 10
TOTAL SWPLE 30 2.87 .88 11 13 54 22
MS Males 2.60 1.07 22 18 38 22
MS Females 2.75 .91 13 19 49 19
HS Males 2.89 .83 11 6 64 18
HS Females 3.07 .72 3 12 59 26
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Mean Item Scores and Percentage of Response Endoresement by Sex and School
Level (cont.)
Response Value
SUBJECT GROUP Item M SD 1 2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 31 2.96 1.04 11 21 27 40
MS Males 2.90 1.11 13 23 22 41
MS Females 2.93 1.07 14 19 28 40
HS Males 2.96 1.05 11 22 25 41
HS Females 3.01 .99 10 20 31 39
TOTAL SAfPLE 32 2.56 .99 17 30 34 20
MS Males 2.62 1.02 16 30 30 24
MS Females 2.71 1.06 16 26 26 30
HS Males 2.28 .85 19 40 34 7
HS Females 2.67 .98 16 24 39 22
TOTAL SAMPLE 33 2.68 1.01 14 29 30 26
MS Males 2.50 .96 20 27 40 13
MS Females 2.77 .93 9 31 35 25
HS Males 2.65 1.06 16 30 26 28
HS Females 2.77 1.04 13 30 26 32
TOTAL SAMPLE 34 2.44 .97 26 13 53 9
MS Males 2.44 1.01 24 23 38 15
MS Females 2.43 1.01 27 15 47 11
HS Males 2.39 1.01 31 6 55 7
HS Females 2.50 .88 21 13 61 5
TOTAL SAMPLE 35 2.95 .92 8 22 38 32
MS Males 2.66 .92 16 17 52 15
MS Fsnales 3.00 .90 7 19 40 34
HS Males 2.94 .87 5 26 38 31
HS Females 3.09 .93 5 24 29 42
TOTAL SAMPLE 36 3.40 .86 5 11 24 60
MS Males 3.10 1.07 13 16 26 44
MS Females 3.30 .88 3 17 25 54
HS Males 3.47 .74 3 6 32 59
HS Females 3.60 .74 2 9 17 72
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Mean Item Scores and Percentage of Response Endorsement by sex and School
Level (cont.)
Response Value
SUBJECT GROUP Item M SD 1 2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 37 2.97 .90 9 14 46 30
MS Males 2.99 1.01 13 11 39 36
MS Females 3.03 .90 9 10 48 32
HS Males 2.92 .94 11 14 45 29
HS Females 2.97 .81 5 19 SO 26
TOTAL SAMPLE 38 3.05 .97 3 34 16 46
MS Males 2.86 .93 4 39 24 33
MS Females 3.09 1.05 9 25 15 51
HS Males 3.10 .94 2 32 19 47
HS Females 3.10 .95 1 39 10 50
TOTAL SAMPLE 39 2.96 .98 12 15 40 34
MS Males 2.75 1.14 20 22 23 35
MS Females 3.14 .93 8 14 36 43
HS Males 2.95 1.12 18 11 29 42
HS Females 2.99 .72 4 14 60 21
TOTAL SAMPLE 40 2.74 .91 11 24 44 21
MS Males 2.74 .97 13 23 40 23
MS Females 2.83 .95 11 21 41 26
HS Males 2.59 .91 13 32 39 16
HS Females 2.81 .86 10 19 51 20
TOTAL SAMPLE 41 2.38 1.08 27 26 27 19
MS Males 2.21 1.09 39 14 35 12
MS Ferales 2.36 2.37 32 20 26 21
HS Males 2.42 1.05 26 22 36 16
HS Females 2.46 1.06 20 39 18 24
TOTAL SAMPLE 42 1.98 1.08 47 18 24 11
MS Males 1.74 1.05 62 12 16 10
MS Females 2.37 1.09 30 20 33 17
HS Males 1.66 1.02 64 15 10 10
HS Females 2.20 1.01 34 23 34 10
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Mean item Scores and Percentage of Response Endorsement by Sex and School
Level (cont.)
Response Value
SUBJECT GROUP Item M SO 1 2 3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 43 2.86 .82 6 23 50 21
MS Males 2.79 .93 9 28 37 26
MS Females 2.92 .82 8 14 57 22
KS Males 2.78 .74 5 25 57 13
HS Females 2.91 .82 4 24 47 25
TOTAL SAfcPLE AA 3.09 .99 8 21 25 46
MS Males 2.84 1.05 12 28 23 36
MS Fenales 3.09 .96 9 16 33 41
HS Males 3.01 1.03 8 27 20 45
HS Females 3.30 .90 4 16 25 55
TOTAL SANFLE A S 2.75 .99 8 40 20 32
MS Males 2.85 1.10 14 25 22 38
MS Females 2.77 1.01 10 36 22 32
HS Males 2.67 .97 9 46 19 28
HS Fenales 2.77 .94 4 46 19 31
TOTAL SAMPLE A S 2.31 .83 8 69 8 16
MS Males 2.37 .95 13 55 13 19
MS Females 2.28 .77 8 67 14 11
HS Males 2.28 .83 9 69 6 16
HS Females 2.33 .80 4 76 3 17
TOTAL SAMPLE 47 2.78 1.15 17 28 14 40
MS Males 2.66 1.13 20 25 22 32
MS Fenales 2.97 1.08 12 23 21 44
KS Males 2.67 1.21 24 24 14 39
HS Females 2.83 1.13 12 37 7 44
TOTAL SAMPLE 48 2.29 .97 24 37 25 4
MS Males 2.65 1.03 19 21 38 22
MS Fenales 2.31 .88 17 45 28 10
HS Males 2.23 1.08 32 31 20 17
HS Females 2.15 .90 25 45 21 9
Mean Item Scores and Percentage of Response Endorsement by Sex and School
Level (cont.)
SUBJECT GROUP Iten M SO 1
Response
2
Value
3 4
TOTAL SAMPLE 49 2.98 .95 5 31 26 39
MS Males 2.62 .81 5 44 36 16
MS Fenales 2.95 .95 5 32 25 37
HS Males 2.93 .98 7 29 26 37
HS Females 3.23 .92 3 24 20 53
TOTAL SAMPLE 50 2.61 .85 9 37 39 15
MS Males 2.72 1.03 11 37 21 31
MS Fenales 2.60 .86 7 44 32 17
HS Males 2.55 .74 6 42 43 9
HS Fenales 2.59 .84 12 29 49 11
TOTAL SAMPLE 51 2.90 1.07 15 17 30 38
MS Males 2.70 1.02 17 20 39 24
MS Fenales 3.03 1.05 10 22 23 45
HS Males 2.77 1.16 22 16 26 36
HS Fenales 3.05 1.02 12 13 32 42
TOTAL SAMPLE 52 2.96 1.31 27 8 9 57
MS Males 2.54 1.31 35 14 13 38
MS Fenales 2.90 1.33 27 12 5 56
KS Males 2.95 1.28 27 4 16 53
HS Fenales 3.22 1.26 22 5 3 70
TOTAL SAMPLE 53 2.64 1.20 25 23 16 36
MS Males 2.34 1.17 31 31 13 26
MS Females 2.77 1.23 23 19 15 42
HS Males 2.53 1.15 23 32 15 31
HS Fenales 2.81 1.23 24 15 18 43
TOTAL SAMPLE 54 2.81 .95 15 11 52 22
MS Males 2.99 .94 12 8 49 31
MS Females 2.73 1.05 21 10 46 24
HS Males 2.76 .95 16 11 54 19
HS Females 2.82 .89 13 13 55 20
Note: MS - Middle Schools HS - High School
Appendix C
Correlations Among Criterion Variables and With MASC T Scores by Sex and
School Type
Criterion
Correlations Amora Correlations With
SP SI XM LL TO CBQ MASC Peer Family School
Females
SP — - . 0 2 .0 0 - . 0 2 -.03
SI -.04 — .04 .14* - . 0 1 -.03
LM .78** .58** — .01 .09 - . 0 2 -.04
IX -.79** .64** -.25** — .04 .08 .01 .01
TO .31** .10 .32** -.17* — .07 .12 .04 .02
CBQ .06 .00 .04 -.05 -.07 — -.38** -.24** -.41** -.31**
Males
SP — .07 .02 .09 .08
SI .00 — .08 .08 .05 .06
LM .79** .60** — .1 1 .07 .11 .10
LL -.81** .59** -.29** — - . 0 1 .04 -.04 -.03
TO .37** .04 .34** -.28** -- .1 0 .06 .1 0 .07
CBQ -.09 -.06 - . 1 2 -.03 -.15* -- -.43** -.27** -.44** -.39**
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Correlations Among Criterion Variables and With MASC T Scores bv Sex and
School Type (oont.)
Correlations Amona Correlations With
Criterion SP SI IM LL TR CBQ MASC Peer Family School
SP
Middle School
.04 .06 .02 .02
SI .01 — .00 .07
000 »1 .02
IM .82** .58** — .04 .09 - . 0 2 .03
LL -.81** .57** -.33** -.03 .00 -.06 - . 0 1
TR .41** .07 .38** -.29** — .11 .15 .08 .03
CBQ .09 .03 .08 -.06 -.01 — -.29** -.17* -.35** -.25**
High School
SP — .02 - . 0 2 .04 .03
SI -.05 — .1 0 .13* .08 .01
IM .76** .60** — .08 .07 .09 .03
LL -.80** .64** -.22** — .04 .09 .01 - . 0 1
TR .28** .08 .29** -.17** — .07 .05 .06 .05
CBQ -.08 -.08 - . 1 2 .02 -.16* — -.47** -.30** -.47** -.41**
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Correlations Among Criterion Variables and With MASC T Scores by Sex and
School Type (cont.)
Correlations Amona Correlations With
Criterion SP SI IM LL TR CBQ msc Peer Family School
Middle School Fenales
SP — -.03 .00 .00 -.09
SI .04 — .03 .15 -.05 - . 0 2
IM .S3** .59** — .00 .08 - .0 2 .08
LL -.81** .55** -.35** — .04 .09 - . 0 2 .06
TR .45** .17 .46** -.27* — .17 .22* .15 .05
CBQ .14 .16 .20 -.03 .04 — - . 2 1 -.07 -.30** -.16
Middle School Males
SP — .10 .11 .04 .11
SI .05 — -.03 .00 - . 1 1 .04
IM .83** .60** — .07 .10 - . 0 2 .12
LL -.81** .54** -.34** — -.09 -.08 - . 1 0 -.07
TR .38**
oo
» .32** -.33** -- .04 .08 .01 .01
CBQ .01 -.04 -.02 -.03 -.08 — -.40** -.30* -.40** -.35**
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Correlations Among Criterion Variables and With MASC T Scores by Sex and
School Type (cont.)
Correlations Amona Correlations With
Criterion SP SI IM LL T O  CBQ MASC Peer Flamily School
High School Females
SP — i * o H .01 i * o u .01
SI -.08 — .04 .13 .01 -.04
IM .76** .58** — .02 .09 - . 0 2 OJ0 *1
LL -.79** .67** -.20* — .04 .08 .03 - . 0 2
TO .23** .06 .23** -.12 — .01 .06 - . 0 2 .0 1
CBQ - . 0 1 -.08 -.07 -.04 -.12 — -.49** -.34** -.48** -.41**
High School Males
SP — .05 I • o U1 .12 .05
SI - . 0 2 — .15 .14 .16 .07
IM .77** .61** — .14 .05 .20* .09
LL -.80** .61** -.25** — .05 .12 .00 .00
TO .37** .09 .35** -.24* — .14 .04 .18 .12
CBQ -.15 ' -.08 -.17 .07 -.21* — -.45** -.25** -.46** -.41**
Note. SP = Social Preference; SI = Social Impact; LM = Liked Most; LL = 
Liked Least; TO = Teacher Ratings of Peer Acceptance; CBQ = Conflict 
Behavior Questionnaire. *p < .01. **p < .001.
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